Role of Revision in ESL Composition Strategies: A Case Study of E.S.L. Students at Undergraduate Level in A.M.U by Jamal, Shaista
!y -ig 
ROLE OF REVISION IN ESL 
COMPOSITION STRATEGIES: A CASE 
STUDY OF E.S.L. STUDENTS AT 
UNDERGRADUATE LEVEL IN A.M.U 
ABSTRACT 
. . THESIS 
SUBMITTED FOR THE AWARD OF THE DEGREE OF 
Boctor of $t){(o£((ip}ip 
IN , .. 
ENGLISH . /f 
By 
Shaista Jamal 
Under the Supervision of 
Dr. Shagufta Imtiaz 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLBSH 
AUGARH M U S U M UNIVERSITY 
ALIGARH (INDIA) 
2 0 0 6 
^ 
,v»'^  ^"y^'> ., 
ABSTRACT 
Recent research on composition and classroom 
practices had focused on the written products which 
s tudents composed. Researchers and teachers felt 
that focus on product did not take into account the 
act of writing itself. Research in the process of 
composing has identified the complex na ture of the 
composing process. The past years have produced a 
number of s tudies on the composing process of 
s tudent writers who are native speakers of English. 
The findings and implications of these s tudies have 
been specific to second language s tudents and similar 
insti tutional and pedagogical approaches have been 
recommended (Zamel 1983; Roy 1984) Research has 
stressed the similarities between Li and L2 writers 
without giving much attention to the differences 
between the two. 
Literature discusses E.S.L. s tudents as a 
homogeneous group. Research has not examined those 
s tudents to see if they, like the native speaker, can be 
categorized as basic (remedial) writers, or as skilled 
writers (Shaugnessy, 1977 Perl 1979, Pianko 1974). 
Further, it is unable to state where and how the 
boundary lines are to be drawn. 
It has been observed that the difficulties of 
E.S.L. writer appears to evolve not only from the 
contrast between Li and L2 but also from the 
constraints in the act of composing itself. 
Composition instruction recognizes the importance of 
generating, formulating, and refining ideas. It 
suggests that revision could become the main 
component of instruction because revision is an 
integral and important part of writing. Revision plays 
an important role in shaping the meaning of a text. 
Revision can lead to res t ruc tur ing and 
reconceptualizing the entire discourse. Revision, 
therefore, has emerged as a powerful, generative 
process. S tudents unders tand the revision process as 
a recording activity..They do so because they perceive 
words as un i t s of written discourse. Research 
suggests tha t experienced and novice writers differ in 
their implicit theories of the revision process and in 
the changes they are likely to make in the text 
revision strategies. 
The present study aims to focus on the na ture of 
revision strategies and seeks to answer the following 
questions: 
i) What is the role of revision in English as a 
second language composition? 
ii) How is the revision process being carried out 
by E.S.L. s tudents in the writing classroom? 
The purpose of the present study is also to 
explore the following areas for investigation. 
II 
1. The study aims to assess the E.S.L. learners 
revision process in writing at the 
undergraduate level in A.M.U. 
2. It a t tempts to study the role of revision in 
E.S.L. composition strategies. 
3. Finally, it seeks to review the role of peer 
revision in writing. 
The objective of the study was to analyze the 
types of revision done by E.S.L. learners in their 
writing. For the purpose of testing the writing skills of 
s tudents , a questionnaire was administered to the 
different groups of learners . 
Tasks were developed and operated for the 
present study. The questions were aimed at the 
different stages of revision in the revision process. 
The revision process at the micro and macro level was 
observed and the influence of peer revision was 
analyzed. 
The study aimed at assessing the E.S.L. learner 's 
revision of writing at the undergraduate level at 
A.M.U. The present study consists of five chapters . 
In chapter one the survey of l i terature and 
various writing t rends are discussed. It seeks to 
discuss the writing process approach which is divided 
into four stages from 1960 to the present . Each 
approach in l i terature has a distinctive focus. 
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highlighting the rhetorical and linguistic form of the 
text itself and on the other hand the writer and the 
cognitive process used in the act of writing. 
In chapter two an at tempt is made to survey the 
revision process. Certain related topics like peer 
revision and feedback have also been discussed. 
Revision has been an important par t of the writing 
process. It may be a vehicle for learning. In the past, 
revision was associated mostly with mature writers. It 
is the means by which ideas emerge, evolve and 
meanings get clarified. In peer revision, s tuden ts work 
in pairs or in small groups to provide feedback to 
another person. Feedback seems to be central to the 
process of teaching and learning. It is a fundamental 
element of a process approach to writing. It can be 
defined as input from a reader to a writer with the 
effect providing information to the writer for revision. 
Chapter three aims to specify the methodology 
which was under taken to describe the revision 
processes of undergraduate s tudents (boys and girls) 
at the Aligarh Muslim University. The study aimed at 
looking into changes affecting the meaning of the text 
or the surface changes. Data were collected from 60 
s tudents who were put into different categories to 
judge the amount of experience they had in their 
writing. 
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Chapter four provides an analysis of the result of 
the present study. The revision process was analyzed 
using the taxonomy described by the Witte and 
Faigley (1981). This taxonomy, is based on two types 
of changes. 
1) Surface / formal changes: This views whether 
new information is brought to the text or whether old 
information is removed in such a way tha t it can not 
be recovered through drawing inferences. 
Those change that do not bring new information to a 
text or remove old information are surface changes 
(spelling, tense, punctuat ion, format number and 
abbreviation. 
2. Meaning / Text-based changes: It const i tu tes the 
second important class in their taxonomy. 
The sentences have been divided on the basis of 
idea unit in order to assess and evaluate the revisions 
done per idea unit . A set of quest ionnaire aimed at 
finding out the at t i tude of the learner towards the 
revision process was administered at the end and the 
rating was done on the likert scale. 
Chapter five a t tempts to answer certain 
questions raised earlier and seeks to provide some 
tentative conclusion. 
With regard to surface changes, the analysis 
showed that experienced boys revised mostly through 
re-ordering the text followed by grammar, punctuat ion 
and spelling. Experienced girls, on the other hand 
showed maximum revision through grammar followed 
by re-ordering, punctuat ion and spelling. 
Under formal / surface changes, inexperienced 
boys revised re-ordering most frequently, followed by 
spelling and grammar. The least revised was 
punctuat ion. Inexperienced girls on the other hand, 
revised both re-ordering and grammar followed by 
spelling. The least revised was punctuat ion . 
Under meaning changes, when frequencies per 
100 words were calculated for inexperienced boys and 
girls it was found that inexperienced boys showed 
subst i tut ion more in comparison to girls while the 
frequency of using addition by inexperienced boys was 
higher compared to inexperienced girls. The frequency 
of deletion made by inexperienced boys was less 
compared to inexperienced girls, which was much 
higher. Girls, infact, deleted more sentences than the 
boys. 
For the experienced respondents under meaning 
changes the frequency of subst i tu t ions for girls was 
much higher than the boys. 
Both experienced boys and experienced girls 
deleted their text more or less equally. Between the 
two types of changes, it was the meaning changes that 
remained consistently higher for both the 
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inexperienced and experienced writer as compared to 
the formal changes. 
Besides the differences in frequencies of changes 
between the essays of the inexperienced s tudents and 
those of experienced s tudent , differences also 
occurred between the groups in the number of 
revisions made at each stage. 
The present study also tested the s tudents on the 
basis of the at t i tude scale. The majority of girls in the 
experienced category marked their choices showing 
their agreement with regard to three quest ions given 
to them. They agreed with the view point tha t revision 
does play an important part in text improvement. 
The majority of the experienced boys agreed with 
the view point that revision affected text improvement. 
The inexperienced boys and experienced boys showed 
unmarking of the choice of disagreement, on the other 
hand, inexperienced girls and experienced girls 
showed definite marking in the choice of 
disagreement. This was because they agreed with the 
viewpoint that revision actually played an important 
role in text improvement and peer interaction helped 
in revision. 
The resul t of the study showed tha t for both the 
experienced and inexperienced writers, writing is an 
act of discovery. The resul ts of the study also showed 
that it was not only the skilled writers who revised 
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but also the less skilled writer who revised in the act 
writing. 
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STATEMENT OF INTENT 
Recent research on composition and classroom 
practices have focused on the written products which 
students compose. Researchers and teachers feel that 
focus on product does not take into account the act of 
writing itself. Research in the process of composing has 
identified the complex nature of the composing process. 
The past years have produced a number of studies on 
the composing process of student writers who are native 
speakers of English. The findings and implications of 
these studies have been specific to second language 
students and similar institutional and pedagogical 
approaches have been recommended (Zamel, 1983; Roy 
1984). Research has stressed the similarities between Li 
and L2 writers without giving much attention to the 
differences between the two. 
Literature discusses E.S.L. s tudents as a 
homogeneous group. Researchers have not examined those 
students to see if they, like native speaker, can be 
categorised as basic (remedial) writers or traditional or 
skilled writers (Shaughnessy, 1977; Perl 1979, Pianko 
1974) and if they can, where and how are the boundary 
lines to be drawn. 
It has been observed that the difficulties of E.S.L. 
writers appear to evolve not only from* the contrast 
between LI and L2 but also from the constraints of the act 
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of composing itself. Composit ion ins t ruc t ion recognizes, 
the impor tance of generat ing, formulat ing and refining 
ideas . It sugges t s t h a t revision could becom.e the main 
component of ins t ruc t ion , for revision is an integral and 
impor tan t pa r t of writ ing. It is defined as the process of 
discovering meaning in a text. It plays a role in shap ing 
the mean ing and syntax in a text. Teachers define the 
goals of revision as subs tan t ive change : revision can lead 
to r e s t r u c t u r i n g and reconceptual iz ing the ent i re 
d i scourse . Revision, therefore, h a s reemerged as a 
powerful, generat ive process . 
Researches suggest t ha t experienced and novice 
wri ters differ in their implicit theor ies of the revision 
process , and in the changes they are likely to make in the 
text revision s t ra teg ies . S tuden t s u n d e r s t a n d the revision 
process as a recording activity. They do so because they 
perceive words as u n i t s of wri t ten d i scourse . The purpose 
of the p r e sen t s tudy is to explore the following for 
invest igat ion. 
1) To a s s e s s the E.S.L. l ea rne r s revision process in 
writ ing at the u n d e r g r a d u a t e level, a t A.M.U. 
2) The role of revision in E.S.L. composi t ion 
s t ra teg ies . 
3) The role of peer revision in writ ing. 
The p resen t s tudy aims to focus on the n a t u r e of 
revision s t ra teg ies and seeks to answer cer ta in ques t ions . 
What is the role of revision in English as a second 
language composition? How is the revision process being 
carried out by E.S.L. students in the writing classroom? 
It will be the objective of this study to analyze the 
types of revision done by E.S.L. learners in their writing. 
For the purpose of testing the writing skills of s tudents , a 
questionnaire was administered to the different groups of 
learners. Tasks were developed and operated for the 
present study. The questions were aimed at the different 
stages of revision in the revision process. Revision at 
micro and macro level was analyzed and the influence of 
peer revision was analyzed. 
The present study aims at looking at the process in 
the writing of E.S.L. learners and of the kinds of revision 
processes and strategies which E.S.L. s tudents writers 
use when they write. 
The study aims to assess the E.SL. learners revision 
of writing at the undergraduate level at A.M.U. The 
present study consists of five chapters. 
In Chapter One the survey of literature and various 
writing trends are discussed. 
Writing process approaches can be divided into four 
stages from 1960 to the present. Each approach in 
literature has a distinctive focus highlighting, the 
rhetorical and linguistic form of the text itself and on 
other the writer and the cognitive processes used in the 
act of writing. 
The defination of revision, peer revision and feedback 
have been discussed in Chapter Two. 
Revision is an important part of the writing process. 
It may be a vehicle for learning. In the past revision was 
associated mostly with mature writers. It is an integral 
and important part of writing. It is at the heart of the 
writing process and is the means by which ideas emerge, 
evolve and meaning are clarified. In peer revision students 
work in pairs or small groups to provide feedback to 
another persons. Feedback seems to be central to the 
process of teaching and learning. It is a fundamental 
element of a process approach to writing. It can be defined 
as input from a reader to a writer with the effect of 
providing information to the writer for revision. 
Methodology of the study conducted to describe the 
revision processes of undergraduate s tudents (boys and 
girls) at the Aligarh Muslim University, has been 
presented In Chapter Three the study aimed at looking 
into whether student revised to change the meaning of the 
text or made surface changes. Data were collected from 60 
writer s tudents who were put into different categories to 
judge the amount of experience they had in their writing. 
Chapter Four Provides an analysis, findings and the 
result of the study. The revision process was analyzed 
using the taxonomy described by Witte Faigley (1981). 
In Chapter Five conclusion and the result of investigation 
have been presented. 
CHAPTER - 1 
SURVEY OF LITERATURE 
Writing is a complex process, which is commonly 
viewed as a three stage process. It is a process which 
always extends itself in various ways and requires 
preparation, drafting and revision. Student writers ' 
involvement in writing makes them aware of the process 
of writing, and, thereby, improves the effectiveness of 
their writing. 
Over the years there has been lot of changes in 
writing approaches, focusing in turn on the writer 's and 
the writer 's processes, on academic content , and on the 
reader 's expectations. 
Writing process approaches can be divided into a 
rough set of four stages from the 1960 to the present . 
Each approach, as it emerges in l i terature , has a 
distinctive focus highlighting, in one case, the 
rhetorical and linguistic form of the text itself, and on 
other, the writer and the cognitive processes used in the 
act of writing. 
These approaches are as follows: 
1. The expressive approach 
2. The cognitive approach 
3. The social approach 
4. The discourse community approach 
1. The Expressive Approach 
The expressive approach in the writing process can 
be traced back in recent times (of Mayer 1985)i to the 
1960s. The argument put forth by Elbow (1973, 1981)2 
Macrorie (1970)3 1980. Murray (1968, 1980, 1985)^ and 
others, urge that writers look for their authent ic voice 
and should be able to express themselves freely. 
The goal, as both Berlin (1987)5 and Faigley 
(1986)6 note was to produce writing that was fresh and 
spontaneous . Writers should say what they really 
thought and they should be creative. 
Focus on For,m, 1966. 
In 1966, the audio lingual method was the 
dominant mode of instruction. The view that speech was 
primary, meant that writing served as a subservient role 
to reinforce oral pat terns of language. In language 
instruct ion. Writing took the form of sentence drills, 
fill-ins subst i tut ion, transformations, and completion. 
The content ^ was supplied by the teacher. Writing 
reinforced or tested the accurate application of 
grammatical rules. In 1970s the use of sentence 
combining (O' Hare, 19737 Pack & Henrichsen 1980)8 
focussed on the manipulation of given sentences. It 
provided the s tudents with the opportunity to explore 
the available syntactic options. 
The major problem with such an approach to 
writing was that it assumed that the writer had all the 
intellectual resources he would need and was merely 
looking for an appropriate outlet for expressions. It 
ignored the context of writing and the social context in 
which writing was performed in the real world. 
2. The cogni t ive approach to t h e wr i t ing process 
In the early 1970, a psychologically based 
approach arose out of research in cognitive psychology. 
Jane t Emig's (1971, 1983)9 efforts at case study 
research and protocol analysis represented a 
brea:kthrough for writing research - a more scientific 
way to study the writing process. Emig's (1971, 1983) 
research led to a view of writing as recursive rather 
than as a linear process. 
Beginning in the late 1970s, Flower and Hayes 
(1977, 1980a, 1980b, 1981b, 1984)io developed a 
cognitive model of the writing process which attempted 
to provide a synthesis of research tha t had been 
dominant in composition research. Flower and Hayes 
asserted that composing processes are interactive, 
intermingling and potentially s imul taneous , and that it 
was a goal directed activity. The composition of the 
expert writer was viewed as being different from that of 
the novice writers. These three hypothesis became the 
basic principles of the theory of writing process . 
In the 1970s, passages of connected discourse 
began to be used more often as classroom material in 
the teaching of writing. Controlled composition provided 
the text and s tudents were expected to manipulate 
linguistic forms within the text. This approach was also 
referred to as 'guided composition'. It had its roots in 
Charles Fries ' (1945)ii oral approach, who was the 
precursor of audio-lingual method in second language 
teaching. This theory was based on the notion that 
learning was habit forming and was based on 
Behaviorist Psychology. Fries addressed writing as an 
after thought, stating that "even written exercises might 
be part of the work of second language learner". 
(1945:8) However, the fact that s tuden ts were using 
passages of connected discourse did not necessarily 
guarantee that s tudents viewed them as authent ic . If 
the s tudents were concentrating on grammatical 
transformation such as changing verb from present to 
past, they "need pay no at tention whatsoever to what 
the sentences mean or the manner in which they relate 
to each other". (Widdowson, 1978:116)12 
It was not only the grammatical form that was 
emphasized in the 1960s and early 1970s. Concern with 
the rhetorical form was the impetus for Kaplan's 
contrastive rhetoric. In this theory Kaplan defined 
rhetoric as "the method of organizing syntactic uni t into 
larger pattern", and suggested that E.S.L. writers 
employed a rhetoric and a sequence of thought which 
violated the expectations of the native reader . The first 
language interference was seen as extending beyond the 
sentence level, and more pat tern drill at the rhetorical 
level ra ther than at the syntactic level was called for. It 
was necessary to provide the s tudent with a form with 
which he may operate. Controlled composition was not 
enough for them as there was more to writing than 
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building grammatical sentences. The bridge between 
controlled writing and free writing was filled by the 
E.S.L. version of current tradit ional rhetoric, an 
approach combining the basic principles of the current 
traditional paradigm (from native speaker composition 
contraction) with Kaplan's theory of contrastive 
rhetoric. 
The central concern of this approach was the 
logical construction and arrangement of discourse 
forms. The primary interest was the paragraph here, 
and at tention was given not only to its element (topic 
sentence, support sentence, concluding sentence & 
transition) but also to its development (illustration, 
exemplification, comparison, contrast , classification, 
definition, causal analysis). 
The other important focus was essay development 
which was an extrapolation of paragraph principles to 
larger s t re tches of discourse with larger s t ructura l 
entities like introduction, body, and conclusion and 
organization pat tern of modes normally narrat ion, 
description, exposition and argumentat ion. 
From the perspective of this version of current 
traditional rhetoric, writing was basically a matter of 
arrangement of filling sentences and paragraph into 
prescribed pat tern learning. 
Focus on the writer 1976; 
The 1970s saw the development of more than 
sentence combining and controlled composition. 
Teachers and researches reacted against a form 
dominated approach by developing an interest in what 
L2 writers actually do as they write. In place of 
"accuracy" and "patterns" came "process", "making 
meaning", "invention" and "multiple drafts". The 
attention of the writer as language learner and creator 
of text led to "process approach". 
Zamel (1983)^3 recommended that teachers need 
not present instruction in the use of thesis sentences 
and outline before the s tudents begin to explore ideas. 
In response to theory and research on the writer 's 
process, teachers needed to allow s tuden t s time and 
opportunity for selecting topics, and generating ideas. 
Linguistic accuracy was formerly emphasized and it was 
delayed unt i l writers had grappled with ideas and 
organization. 
Research publication on L2 writing processes grew 
rapidly in the 1980s to inform and support the new 
trend in instruct ion (Gumming 1989^'^, Fried lander 
199015, Hall 199016, Jones 198217, Raimes 198518, 
Zamel 1982, 1983)i9. 
3. Social - context approach to the writing process; 
Beginning in the 1980s, socially oriented views of 
writing developed from a number of different sources, 
prominent among them were sociolinguistics, Hallidayan 
functional linguistic, elementary education research, 
socially based rhetoric, and the sociology of science. 
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Focus on content 1986; 
By 1986, the process approach was being included 
among "traditional" (Shib 198620 P.624) approaches and 
in its place was proposed a content based approach 
(Mohan 1979)2i. In content based instruct ion, an E.S.L. 
course was be at tached to a content course in the 
adjunct model (Brinton, Snow 86 Wesche 1989)22, with a 
content focus. Learners were said to get help with the 
"language of the thinking processes and s t ructured 
shape of content" (Mohan, 1986:18)23 
Focus on the Reader 1986: 
Simultaneously, with content based approaches 
came another academically oriented approach which 
was English for academic purpose and it focused on the 
expectations of academic readers (Reid 1987)24. This 
approach in which the E.S.L. teacher runs a theme-
based class, not necessarily linked to content courses, 
was also characterized by its strong opposition within a 
writer dominated process approach which favoured 
personal writing. 
A reader dominated approach perceived language 
teaching "as socialization into the academic community 
- not as humanis t ic therapy". (Horowitz, 198625; 789) 
The audience dominated approach focused on the 
expectations of readers outside the language classroom 
and was characterized by the use of terms like academic 
demand and academic discourse community. 
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4. The discourse community approach; 
The notion of discourse community included 
writers, readers , text and social context in their natura l 
interaction, ra ther than artificially highlighting and 
separating relations between writer and reader based on 
other considerations (Rafoth 1988)26. Attention to 
audience was first brought to the fore as a feature of 
the process approach, but the focus was on known 
readers inside the language classroom, as peers and 
teachers responded to the ideas in a text. English for 
academic purpose approach focused on the reader not 
as a specific individual but as the representat ion of the 
discourse community. A reader dominated approach, 
like the other approaches, generated its own body of 
research which were surveys of the expectations and 
reactions of faculty members (John 1981^7^ Santos 
1988)28. 
The process approach;-
The introduction of the process approach to E.S.L. 
composition seemed to have been motivated by a 
dissatisfaction with controlled composition and the 
current traditional approach. Many felt tha t neither 
approach adequately fostered thought nor its 
expressions. Controlled composition was viewed as 
being largely irrelevant to this goal and the linearity 
and prescriptivism of current tradit ional rhetoric 
discouraged creative thinking and writing. ZameP^ said 
that "writers who were ready to compose and express 
their ideas used strategies, similar to those of native 
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speaker of English". (1982: 203) The assumpt ions and 
principles of this approach were soon enunciated. The 
composing process was seen as a "non linear, 
exploratory and generative process where by the writer 
discover and reformulate their ideas as they at tempt to 
approximate meaning". (Zamel 1983a: 165)30 
The past decade had witnessed a major paradigm 
shift in composition theory and research. The emphasis 
moved from the product to the process of writing. 
According to Hairston (1982),^^ the product centered 
traditional paradigm stressed expository writing. It 
made style the most important element in writing, and 
maintained that writing process was linear. 
The process centered approach, on the other hand, 
focused on the writing processes, strategies for 
inventions and discovery, and considered, audience, 
purpose and the context of writing. It emphasized 
recursiveness in the writing process and distinguished 
between aims and modes of discourse (e.g. expressive, 
expository, persuasive, descriptive, narrative, 
evaluation, classification). Within this paradigm, 
research on texts and text analysis developed rapidly. 
Hairston (1982) included research in linguistic and 
cognitive science as part of the new paradigm for 
teaching writing and emphasized upon the process 
theory as diverse and flexible. 
Phelps (1985)32 argued for a unified theory and 
offered an analysis of the dynamic interaction between 
readers and writers. An integrative theory enabled one 
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to explain the apparent paradox in some process 
research. Product research had been condemned by 
composition theoris ts . Description of the writing 
process had been achieved by analyzing sequences of 
different kinds of products . 
Recent developments in text analysis methodology 
helped to integrate the product and process perspective. 
It also improved the tools with which teachers and 
s tudents could talk about s tudent writing. 
Paradigm Shift in l inguistic and text analysis; 
The 1960s, 1970s and 1980 witnessed a major 
shift in emphasis in linguistics which had yielded 
valuable contribution to the study of discourse, both 
spoken and written. Many linguists felt tha t traditional 
morphological and syntactic tools were not enough to 
explain texts and that new discourse tools were needed 
to be developed. 
All these theories and models of text had concerned 
themselves with the processes, which readers and 
writers go through in their at tempt to comprehend and 
be comprehended. They differed, however, in the degree 
of at tention to the s t ructura l versus procedural 
elements in texts. Enkvist (1975, 1978, 1985, 1987)33 
had developed a useful taxonomy of text linguistics 
approaches to writing, which was sentence based, 
prediction based, and interactive in approach. Enkvist 
pointed out tha t the first text worked with sentence 
based text models and were mainly interested in what 
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linked sentences together in paragraphs , and 
paragraphs together,into text. 
The process centered approach was concerned with 
the production and comprehension of text, unlike the 
sentence-based approach, in the text analysis . For this 
approach, sentences were typically reduced to 
propositions, because many of the models were 
developed for the purpose of assess ing the text 
comprehension. This approach comprised super 
s t ruc tures of text over a linear representat ion of 
sentences as evidenced in the sentence based approach. 
According to Zamel (1987),34 process s tudies provided 
insight into the complexity of composing and revealed a 
relationship between instruction and writing. Surveys of 
writing instruct ion indicated what had been learned 
from process research was not informing pedagogy. 
Writing continued to be taught according to reductionist 
and mechanist ic models because of the problematic 
nature of change in the classroom or because process 
studies had not investigated writing in the natural is t ic 
setting in which it took place. Researchers had 
under taken classroom based investigations, often 
ethnographic in na ture , in an effort to unders t and the 
links between writing behavior and writing pedagogy 
and to demonstrate that alternative to teacher 
dominated paradigm was possible. 
These s tudies challenged tradit ional practices and 
implied a pedagogy which established a supportive 
environment in which s tudents were acknowledged as 
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writers and were engaged in creating meaning. The 
thrus t of process oriented research had been to explore 
the underlying processes of composing the multiplicity 
of constraint which writers must juggle and orchestrate 
to produce a text. 
Process s tudies enumerated not only about the way 
s tudents wrote but also about the extent to which what 
as teachers affected their writing. As Witt (1985)35 had 
said, what researchers had observed and documented in 
their process studies may reflect the impact of previous 
instruct ion. 
Recent surveys of writing instruct ion seemed to 
indicate that process research was not informing or 
transforming pedagogy. Studies of the teaching of 
writing made obvious the gap between research and 
practice and endorsed Hairston's (1982)3^ claim that 
despite the apparent paradigm shift in composition, 
writing teachers still continued with the traditional 
model of instruct ion, frequently emphasizing techniques 
which research had largely discredited. Applebee 
(1984)37 examined in depth the writing development of 
high school E.S.L. s tudents and found that the 
curricula was based upon a mechanist ic philosophy of 
teaching and learning, and that the most frequent type 
of writing assigned was of a low level and the primary 
role played by a teacher was that of the examiner. 
The composing process seemed to be an extremely 
complex under taking the na ture of which militated 
against prescriptive approaches to the teaching of 
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writing (Witte and Faigley 1981:202)38. It involved much 
more than studying a part icular grammar, analyzing 
and imitating rhetorical models or outlining what one 
planned to say. The process involved not only the act of 
writing itself but pre-writing and re-writing, all of which 
were independent . 
J ane t Emig's (1971)39 classic study represented an 
attempt to investigate what writers do when they 
compose. Her research stated that during composing 
s tudents seemed to exhibit a variety of behaviors, all of 
which indicated the nonlinear na ture of writing. She 
concluded that teachers of composition tended to under 
conceptualize and over simply the process of composing 
(1971:p8) Emig's most important finding was that 
writing involved a continuing at tempt to discover what 
it is one wanted to say. It was this act of discovery that 
Murray (1978, 1980)^*° identified as the main feature of 
the writing process. This process entailed several stages 
such as rehearsing, drafting and revising (Murray, 
1980: 4.5)'^! which interacted repeatedly in order to 
discover meaning. 
E.S.L. teachers concerned with language 
acquisition and error analysis emphasized correctness 
and form. Widdowson (1978)^2 was particularly critical 
of E.S.L. teaching practice because they focused upon 
usage ra ther than real communication. E.S.L. 
composition text indicated that , for the most part, 
writing assignment was done for the sole purpose of 
testing the mastery of specific grammatical s t ructure 
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and few involved invention techniques or pre-writing 
strategies. 
Writing viewed from this perspective was the 
process of exploring one's thought and learning from 
the act of writing itself, ra ther than being the 
development of some preconceived and well formed idea. 
Writing was viewed as a record of an idea development. 
It was seen as a process whereby an initial idea got 
extended and refined (Shaugnassy 1977: 234)'*3 
Sondra Perl (1980)44^ in a case study found tha t even 
unskilled writers employed consistent and stable 
composing strategies which represented an at tempt to 
discover meaning. According to her view, writing was 
affected by the mode of discourse which was specified. 
Students wrote with greater fluency and satisfaction 
when their writing involved them personally. They wrote 
with less ease when writing was more objectified. (1980) 
Sommers (1980)45, studied the writing strategies of 
less experienced and more experienced writers. She 
focused on revision, because revision and writing were 
being viewed, as interchangeable terms. She found that 
less skilled writers revised in a limited way. They were 
basically concerned with lexicon and teacher generated 
rules and rarely modified ideas which had already been 
written down. The unskilled writers in Perl's study 
(1980a) seemed to unders tand tha t writing was a 
process which involved constant revision. They too were 
concerned with usage and grammar. The more 
experienced writers, observed by Sommers, viewed their 
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writing from a more global perspective. In the process of 
discovering meaning, these experienced writers changed 
whole chunks of discourse and each of these changes 
represented a reordering of the whole. She concluded 
that "it is a sense of writing as discovery, a repeated 
process of beginning , over again". Perl and Sommers 
(1980) suggested that inexperienced writers paid 
attention to form and the ongoing process of discovery 
was interrupted. As Perl put it "premature and rigid 
at tempt (is) to correct and edit their work t runcate the 
flow of composing" (1980a : 22). 
Rose (1980)'*^ investigated why certain writers 
experienced writer 's block in writing. Like Perl's 
unskilled basic writers and Sommers less experienced 
writers, Rose's "blockers felt restricted by writing rules 
or planning strategies that impeded ra ther than 
enhanced the composing process" (1980: 390). The "non 
blockers, on the other hand, operating according to 
cerain rules and plans, were also aware tha t the rules 
and plans were subject to modification. It is this 
flexibility which allowed those writers to review what 
they had written and to shift directions when necessary. 
Thus, writing was experienced as the mechanical act of 
t ranscribing one's ideas, and the language itself, ra ther 
than "the purposes for which the language is used," 
became more important than meaning (Barritt and Kroll 
197847)_ When attention to form becomes the "dominant 
and absorbing activity" (Emig 1978:62)'^8' the act of 
writing as discovery cannot be explored and is given a 
secondary place. Writing taught as a process of 
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discovery implied that revision became the main focus 
of the course and that the teacher, who traditionally 
provided feedback, intervened to guide s tudents through 
different processes. 
What needed to be explored was as to whether 
writing was an act of composition, composing or both. 
The term writing could refer both to the finished 
product and to the process underlying their production. 
It mirrored, ra ther neatly, the choice of focus available 
to those who were involved with the teaching of highly 
specialized type of communicative competence. 
Over the last decade, the change of emphasis in 
writing research from product to process had centered 
attention on the composing activities through which 
initial ideas and meanings evolved into the written text. 
At the heart of effective writing was the technique for 
successful fusion of thought and language to fit the 
rhetorical context. Such a technique was responsible for 
matching content with form and for ensur ing that 
writing was under the control of a purpose whereby an 
intended meaning was conveyed to an intended reader. 
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CHAPTER-2 
REVISION 
1.1 Revision is not only an important par t of the 
composing process but it can also be seen as an 
important aspect of education aimed at the writing 
skills of s tuden t of all ages. It can be a vehicle for 
learning, and it can improve the quality of 
composition. In learning to revise, there is the 
potential for growing awareness of the cri teria that 
people apply for the successful t ransmiss ion of 
ideas in written communication. 
In the past , revision was associated mostly 
with mature wri ters . But recently, more at tent ion 
has been given to the young wri ter ' s revision 
processes . If revision is an integral and important 
part of writing, it seems necessary to help young 
writers to begin to ins tan t ia te the thought 
processes inherent in revision. 
Revision, however, is at the hear t of the 
writing process and is the means by which ideas 
emerge, evolve and meanings get clarified. It is 
often defined as the last stage in the writing 
process (prewriting, writing and revision). 
Research into the process of composing and 
the pract ices of skilled writers emphasized the role 
of revision in the evolution of the text and the role 
of feedback in the teaching and learning of writing. 
Research also showed that in Li and L2 writing, the 
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text evolved as a resul t of the wri ter 's effort to 
explore, formulate, and reformulate meaning 
through revision. These efforts included rereading 
'bits of d iscourse ' pondering over the topic 
' throughout the process of writ ing' and 
' responding' to what one had already wri t ten. 
This recursive and generative approach was 
recognized by skilled writers and at tempted to 
explain why they adopted a holistic approach in 
revising their own text at the local and global level. 
Earlier observations and theories of revision 
establ ished the following points : -
1. There are large differences in the amount of 
revision writers do. Experts make more 
revisions than novices. 
2. Expert revisers at tend to more global revising 
problem than novices. 
3. Writers have difficulty detecting faulty 
referring expressions when revising their own 
text than when revising the text of other 
wri ters . 
4. The ability to detect text problems appears to 
be separate from the ability to fix these 
problems. 
Literature suggests that experts and novices 
defined revision in different ways. Broadly, revision 
can be defined as the writer 's a t tempt to improve a 
plan or text. Within this definition experts 
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appeared to a t tend more systematically to different 
aspects of the text than do novices. 
Stallard (1974)i found tha t only 2.5% of 
twelfth graders revisions were focused above the 
word and sentence level. He studied the revisions 
of a group of good writers and randomly selected 
groups. The resul t indicated tha t while single word 
changes dominated the revision of both group 
(experienced 85 novice), the good wri ters also 
init iated more multiple words and paragraph 
changes. 
Beach (1976)2 found that s tuden t s who revised 
extensively "tended to conceive of the paper in 
holistic terms" and to infer "general pa t t e rns of 
development than s tudent who did not revise 
extensively" and who evaluated only "separate bits" 
of their papers . 
Pianko (1977)? reported tha t in the first year 
college s tuden t s devoted less than 9% of their 
composing time to re-reading and revising. Writers 
differed widely in the amount they revised. The 
more expert the writer, the greater was the 
proportion of writing time the writer spents in 
revision. 
Reviewing the testimony of eminent writers, 
Murray (1978)^ concluded that for them "Writing is 
re-writing". Murray described the propensi ty of 
skilled writers to spend more time in revision than 
in the production of the original draft. 
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Beach's (1979)5 finding was that a teacher ' s 
between draft comments induced a greater degree 
of change and fluency in a s tuden t s writing than 
either self-evaluation or no evaluat ion. He also 
pointed out that the focus of the teacher ' s 
comments had a powerful effect on what s tuden ts 
revised, for eg, if between draft comments were 
directed at the s tudents evolving topic knowledge 
or in terpre ta t ion , such "dialogue" may encourage 
higher order reasoning and a more sophist icated 
unders tand ing of the topic at hand . Although 
s tudies of revision and teachers writ ten comments 
had not looked directly at the kinds of reasoning 
which occurred as a resul t of reformulating a draft 
study, it suggested the possibility of reformulating 
a draft. One study, in par t icular , suggested the 
possibility of a more systematic s tudy. 
Bridwell's (1980)6 resul t s were more positive 
about twelfth grader 's revisions than were those of 
Bracewell. She found that twelfth grader ' s second 
draft was considerably better in "general merit" 
and mechanics than their first draft. 
Sommers (1980)''' found tha t the first year 
college s tuden t s "unders tand the revision process 
as a rewording activity. They concentra te on 
par t icular words apar t from their role in the text." 
(1980:381) In contrast , experienced writers 
"described their primary objectives when revising 
as finding the form or shape of their argument". 
(1980:384). He also found tha t experienced writers 
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have a second objective, which was a concern for 
their readership (1980:384) He stated tha t , "At the 
heart of revision is the process by which writers 
recognize and resolve the dissonance they sense in 
their writing". (1980:385) According to him, "The 
anticipation of a readers judgement causes a 
feeling of dissonance when the writer recognizes 
incongrui t ies between intent ion and execution". 
(1980:385) It is this recognition which leads 
writers to make revisions. Although the idea that 
revision is init iated by the discovery of dissonance 
between intention and execution is a t t rac t ive , it is 
not adequate to account for all of the phenomena, 
which are observed in revision. When intent ion is 
talked about it refers to the au thor ' s writing plans 
to produce a text which will accomplish a purpose 
such as conveying facts or convincing an audience. 
This writing plan or network of work goal was itself 
constructed out of the writer 's knowledge of goal, 
p lans , cons t ra in t s and cri teria for discourse and 
for problem solving. In general , the external 
written product which the writer produces is an 
at tempt to carry out the writing plan. If the text is 
reasonably well written a reader can usual ly infer 
the major aspects of the writing plan from the text 
alone. 
The writing plan then, al though available to 
the writer, is also available in various degrees to 
others . 
25 
The reviser may engage in evaluat ions of 
several k inds . 
1. The reviser may evaluate the text against 
the general criteria for text, such as 
s t andards of spelling, grammar and 
clarity. Such evaluat ions can be carried 
out even if the reviser is not aware of the 
wri ter 's plan for the text. 
2. The reviser may evaluate the text against 
the writer 's in tent ion. When writers 
revised their texts they frequently, found 
tha t the text did not fully, express their 
intended meaning. In another study, 
Heuring (1980)8 examined the revisions of 
a group of five E.S.L writers who ranked 
from less skilled to more skilled. No 
pa t t e rns of revision were found among the 
more skilled wri ters . These writers tended 
to demonstra te individual approaches to 
revision. They found tha t the words and 
examples they had chosen, though close to 
the intended meaning, were not fully 
accurate and had to be revised. When the 
reviser was not the writer, it was inferred 
that the writer planned the text. The 
inferred plan was then compared to the 
text. 
3. The reviser may evaluate the plan against 
the cri teria that it should meet. A writer 
may plan to present a list of examples 
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support ing a point and then reflect on the 
plan. On. reading the text, he may find 
tha t it accurately represen ts the plan but 
the plan is built on contradictory 
assumpt ions . Thus, the text matches the 
plan, but the plan itself is rejected. 
Of these three types of evaluation the second 
involved the comparison of text and intent ion but 
the first and third do not a t tempt to do th i s . Of the 
three, the third is the most important in producing 
high quality revisions. The superiori ty of an 
expert 's revision is based not j u s t on a better 
comparison of text jand intention but on a better 
evaluation of plans with respect to the writer 's 
general goals. 
Owing to the ill-defined na tu re of the writing 
task, differences contr ibute towards performance 
between expert and novice revisers . Experts see 
revision as a whole text task, whereas , s tuden ts 
see it largely as a sentence level task . Experts 
perform bet ter than novices not j u s t because 
certain of their subskil ls are bet ter than those of 
novices but they perform a bet ter task which is 
better suited to improving a text. 
Flower and Hayes (1980 a)^ developed the 
notion of the rhetorical problem in the task-based 
component of their model as par t of the process of 
discovery in writing. They presented a model of the 
rhetorical problem. In this , the major elements 
involved and showed how expert and novice writers 
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differed in their application of this model. For 
Flower and Hayes, the rhetorical problem broke 
into two major un i t s : the rhetor ical s i tuat ion 
(audience, topic, assignment) and the writer 's own 
goals (involving the reader, the wri ter ' s persona, 
the construct ion of meaning, the product ion of the 
formal text). The model was intended to show the 
range of potential writing problems, which a writer 
could face during the composing process . This 
notion of problem in writing was extended in Hayes 
et al (1987) through the discussion of problem 
solving in a theory of revision. 
Bereiter and Scardamalia (1981)io s ta ted that 
"In order to make advances in teaching a subject 
like composition, it is not enough to know what 
needs to be learned.. One has to get to the hear t of 
the difficulties people have in learning it". 
The revision model divided the revision 
process into several major subprocess . These sub 
processes could be the source of trouble for 
novices and may const i tute a skill worthy of 
separate ins t ruct ional effort. To improve s tuden ts 
performance in revision, one may have to improve 
their ability to perform on a number of discrete 
sub tasks - as well as increase what they know 
about texts , writing and revision. 
The revision model: -
The revision model is divided into two major 
sections, processes in which the reviser engages. 
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and the categories of knowledge which influence 
these processes or those which resul t from their 
action. 
To perform a task, a person must have a 
definition of the task to be performed. The task 
definition for revision specifies, among other 
things: 
i) The goal of the reviser, e.g revision for 
clarity or elegance. 
ii) The features of the text which should be 
examined, e.g global features , local features 
or both. 
iii) How the revision process should be carried 
out. 
Revision may modify their task definitions 
during the course of revision. The definition of 
revision varies from person to person. Experts 
appear to differ systematically from novices in 
their goal for revision and in the features of the 
text which they believe should be examined. 
The goals, cri teria and cons t ra in t s which 
define acceptable texts and plans may be ones, 
which the reviser brings to the revising task, or 
they may be ones which are suggested in the 
course of the revision process. Goals, cr i teria and 
cons t ra in t s , may be dynamically modified during 
revision. 
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The r ev i se r ' s s t r a t egy se lec t ion d e p e n d s on the 
in i t ia l p rob lem r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . Two s o r t s of 
s t r a t e g i e s are ava i l ab le . 
1) Those which modify or con t ro l t he revis ion 
p r o c e s s itself, ignor ing the p rob lem, 
de lay ing ac t ion , s e a r c h i n g for more 
in format ion to clarify t he problem 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . 
2) Those which modify the text rev i s ing the 
tex t or rewr i t ing the tex t . 
Faigley and Wit t ' s (1981) i i t axonomy of 
revis ion is b a s e d on two d i s t i n c t i o n s . The first and 
more i m p o r t a n t d i s t i nc t i on is be tween revis ion 
which affects the mean ing of t he tex t and o the r 
which does not affect the m e a n i n g of the text . 
Changes which affect mean ing and c h a n g e s which 
do not affect the mean ing can t ake the s a m e form. 
The p rob lem is to sor t out the c h a n g e s which affect 
m e a n i n g from those which leave the m e a n i n g 
i n t a c t . In r e s e a r c h commen t ing on how the con t en t 
of the text is s to red and reca l l ed , p sycho log i s t have 
r e p r e s e n t e d m e a n i n g in the text with p ropos i t i on 
u n i t s bor rowed from formal logic, which con ta in 
one p r e d i c a t e t e rm (a verb , ad jec t ive , adve rb , or 
con junc t ion) and one or more o the r concep t s 
r e l a t ed to t h a t p r e d i c a t e . Their t axonomy is also 
based on w h e t h e r new in fo rmat ion is b r o u g h t to 
the text or w h e t h e r old in fo rmat ion is removed in 
such a way t h a t it c a n n o t be recovered t h r o u g h 
drawing i n f e r ences . Changes which do not br ing 
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new information to a text or removes old 
information are surface changes . 
Meaning changes involve the addit ion of new 
content or the deletion of existing content . Surface 
changes subsumes two sub-categor ies , formal 
changes, and meaning preserving changes . Formal 
change includes most conventional copy - editing 
operat ions . Formal change is divided into changes 
in spelling, tense, number and modality, 
abbreviat ions , punc tua t ion , and format. 
Meaning - preserving change includes changes 
which "Paraphrase the concepts in the text but do 
not alter them. 
Revisiiin C h a n g e s 
Sur face C h a n g e s T e x t - b a s e C h a n g e s 
Formal 
C h a n g e s 
Meaning 
P re se rv ing 
Spe l l ing Add i t ions 
T e n s e , De le t ions 
Number and 
moda l i ty 
Abbrev ia t i on S u b s t i t u t i o n 
P u n c t u a t i o n P e r m u t a t i o n s 
Fo rma t D i s t r i b u t i o n s 
& 
Micro 
S t r u c t u r a l 
C h a n g e s 
A d d i t i o n s 
De l e t i ons 
S u b s t i t u t i o n 
P e r m u t a t i o n s 
D i s t r i b u t i o n s 
& 
Macro 
S t r u c t u r a l 
C h a n g e s 
Add i t i ons 
De le t i ons 
S u b s t i t u t i o n 
P e r m u t a t i o n s 
D i s t r i b u t i o n s 
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C o n s o l i d a t i o n s C o n s o l i d a t i o n s C o n s o l i d a t i o n s 
A Taxonomy of Revision Changes 
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Meaning changes const i tute an important class 
in taxonomy. Many meaning changes tu rn out to be 
of small consequence for the overall text. A phrase 
is subs t i tu ted , an example is added, or a sentence 
is reworked. Other changes have more impact 
giving the entire essay a new direction. 
Faigley and Witte collected example of revision 
from inexperienced s tudent wri ters , advanced 
s tudent writers and expert adult writer. The 
resul ts showed certain differences in the way the 
three group of writers revised their work. The 
expert adult writer did not turn out to be the most 
frequent revisers . Infact, it was the advanced 
s tuden ts who were the most frequent revisers . 
Successful revision resul ted not from the number 
of changes a writer made but from the degree to 
which revision changes brought a text closer to 
fitting the demands of the s i tua t ion . The revision 
process of inexperienced writers often did not 
improve texts . Such writers tended to revise 
locally, ignoring the s i tuat ional cons t ra in t s . 
Bart let t (1981)^2 compared the revision 
processes of fifth grade s tuden t s who revised their 
text with the other writer 's text. She found that 
when children revised their own text they were able 
to find 56% of missing subjects or predicates but 
only 10% of faulty referring express ions . In 
contras t , when revising the text of other writers 
they detected about half of each type of problem. 
Knowledge of their own intent ion as writers 
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apparently made it difficult for them to detect 
faulty references in their own texts . 
Faigley and Witte (1981)^3 s tudied changes in 
meaning resul t ing from revision and found that 
experts were more likely to change meaning 
through revision than were novices. They observed 
that the revision of inexperienced college writers 
resul ted in meaning changes in 12% of cases , 
whereas the revisions of experienced college 
writers resul ted in meaning changes in 25% of 
cases and the revisions of expert adult writers 
resulted in meaning changes in 34% of cases . 
These resul t s suggested tha t the task of 
revision was more global and more focused on 
meaning. They also noted tha t most revisions 
occurred during the first and final drafts for all 
their groups. The advanced s tudent wri ters made a 
noticeable number of revisions between drafts . 
Donald Murray (1982)^'^ argued that writing is 
re-writing. S tudents often viewed revision not as 
an opportunity to develop and improve a piece of 
writing but as an indication tha t they had failed to 
do it the first t ime. For them revision meant 
correction. This a t t i tude was a t t r ibu ted partly to a 
text in which revision was often defined as the act 
of "Cleaning up" (Sommers 1982). 
Sommers (1982)^5 viewed revision as "a 
process of making changes through out the writing 
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of a draft changes that work to make the draft 
congruent with a writer changing in tent ions" . 
Bereiter and Scardamalia (1983)1^ suggested 
that sixth to eight graders ability to revise was 
limited much more by their ability to fix problem 
than by their ability to detect them. They 
presented the most complete model of revision is 
C.D.O. (Compare, Diagnose and Operate). 
According to Bereiter and Scardamalia , "During the 
course of composition, two kinds of mental 
representa t ions are built up and are stored in long 
term memory. These are a representa t ion of the 
text as writ ten up to the time and a representa t ion 
of the text as intended. The C.D.O. process is 
init iated by a perceived mismatch between these 
two representa t ions" . (1983:4) 
Bereiter and Scardamalia 's (1986)^7 theory 
proposed tha t the writing process could not assume 
a single processing model but should consider 
different processing models at different 
developmental s tages of writing. They argued that 
the writing process of a young s tuden t and that of 
a mature skilled writer could not be the same. This 
is because the skilled writer 's processing was more 
efficient and rigorous than tha t of the unskil led 
writer. Instead, the skilled writer performed 
different kinds of writing processes , which the 
unskil led writer was not capable of performing. 
Since Bereiter and Scardamalia focussed more 
on describing why and how skilled and less-skilled 
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wri ter composed differently r a t h e r t h a n on 
desc r ib ing the common f e a t u r e s of all w r i t e r s , the i r 
theory a c c o u n t e d for those r e s e a r c h f indings 
cohe ren t ly and allowed for t he g e n e r a t i o n of a 
n u m b e r of t e s t a b l e h y p o t h e s i s as a p r i m a r y m e a n s 
for e l a b o r a t i n g and ex tend ing the i r t heo ry . Flower 
and Hayes , a rgued t h a t they explored d a t a to 
develop the i r t h e o r i e s of wr i t ing , hav ing o t h e r s to 
t e s t the v a r i o u s a s p e c t s of t he i r model . 
They are conce rned with a c c o u n t i n g for the 
following i m p o r t a n t q u e s t i o n s . 
1) How does a p r o c e s s i n g model d i s t i n g u i s h 
ski l led wr i t ing from l e s s - sk i l l ed wr i t ing? 
2) How do a u d i e n c e and genre dif ferences 
c r ea t e d i s t i nc t wr i t ing dif f icul t ies and why 
do some genres a p p e a r more difficult to 
m a s t e r , and some a u d i e n c e s more difficult 
to a d d r e s s ? 
3) Why are some wr i t ing t a s k s easy and 
o t h e r s more difficult (not only genre and 
a u d i e n c e , bu t also p u r p o s e , topic and 
l a n g u a g e va r ia t ion)? 
4) Why do wr i t ing ski l l s in one wr i t ing t a s k 
or genre not t r a n s f e r to o the r wr i t ing , 
t a s k or gen r e s? 
5) Why do some wr i t e r s have more difficulty 
t h a n o the r on some wr i t ing t a s k s , yet 
a p p e a r to be at the s ame genera l 
prof ic iency level? 
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6) Why do some ch i ld ren find wr i t ing easy 
and n a t u r a l yet ski l led w r i t e r s often find 
it difficult and pa infu l? 
7) Why is advanced wr i t ing i n s t r u c t i o n 
p a r t i c u l a r l y difficult and often ineffective? 
8) Why. do some wr i t e r s never seem to 
develop m a t u r e compos ing sk i l l s in sp i te 
of m u c h p rac t i ce and long e d u c a t i o n a l 
expe r i ence? 
9) Why do exper t wr i t e r s rev ise differently 
from les s ski l led w r i t e r s ? 
10) How can wri t ing p r o c e s s a c c o u n t for the 
no t ion of s h a p i n g a t t he poin t of 
u t t e r a n c e ? (of Br i t ton 1983) . 
The e s s e n t i a l m e c h a n i s m which Bere i t e r and 
S c a r d a m a l i a u s e to explore t h e s e i s s u e s is the 
no t ion t h a t m a t u r e ski l led w r i t e r ' s compos ing is 
b a s e d on a s o p h i s t i c a t e d i n t e r p l a y of p rob lem 
recogn i t ion and so lu t ion . This p r o c e s s is difficult 
for ski l led w r i t e r s of complex p rose t h a n it is for 
ch i ld ren and for l e s s - sk i l l ed older w r i t e r s . The 
bas ic difference is c a p t u r e d in t he i r two mode l s of 
the wr i t ing p r o c e s s : the knowledge t e l l ing-mode l 
and the k n o w l e d g e - t r a n s f o r m i n g mode l . 
They draw the bas ic r a t i o n a l e for t h e s e two 
model theory from r e s e a r c h f ind ings , which po in t 
to very different types of compos ing behavior 
among ski l led and l e s s - sk i l l ed w r i t e r s . In 
p a r t i c u l a r , they p r e s e n t evidence t h a t l e s s ski l led 
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writers begin to write on a given ass ignment much 
sooner (less time for initial planning): 
i) less-skil led writers produce much less 
elaborated or abs t rac t set of pre-writing 
notes . 
ii) less-skil led writers primarily concern 
themselves with generating content during 
composing ra ther than considering goals, 
p lans and problems. 
iii) less-skil led writers are seemingly 
incapable of making major revisions which 
would involve recognition of the content . 
iv) less-skil led ' writers use less complex 
routes no reference to goal, organizational 
s t ra tegies for recalling ideas used in their 
writing: and. 
v) less-skil led writers do not make use of the 
main ideas in their writing as guides for 
planning and integrat ing information. 
As proposed by Bereieter and Scardamalia the 
model accounts for less skilled writers who perform 
a different kind of writing process than the skilled 
wri ters . 
The knowledge telling model of writing used by 
less skilled writers which allowed the writers to 
overlook the kind of complex problem solving 
activities was often noticed in the composing 
process of skilled wri ters . In case of less 
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experienced writers the effort is to leave the task 
uncomplicated so as to solve the most basic 
problem converting the oral experience into written 
form. Thus, the primary problem is information 
retrieval, generating necessary information 
supplied by the internal resources (Grabe & Kaplan 
1995)18. 
Following this na ture of composing process, 
less experienced writers or beginning writers 
adopted the following s t ra tegies . They considered 
the topic of the assignment and asked themselves 
what they knew. They read what they had jus t 
written and used this to generate addit ional 
information. 
The writer was identified as a child who went 
to school, and was already a proficient user of an 
oral language but one who had a number of hurdles 
to overcome to be a proficient writer. Knowledge 
telling helped him by providing a na tu ra l and 
efficient means for tackling the problem faced in 
writing. The writing strategies employed by him 
were more or less based on external cues and his 
writing was heavily dependent on his oral 
language. The model s treamlined the procedure. 
Information was generated from the ass ignment , 
the topic, the genre, and any terms or lexical, 
items in the ass ignment . 
The knowledge-transforming model accounted 
for skilled writers and they found writing difficult 
and complex. Information complexity, the complex 
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composing demands and task complexity led to a 
theory of writing which required a certain level of 
writing tha t was normally carried out by skilled 
wri ters . 
The audience and genre variables or 
complexity occurring in a writing task was 
normally a feature of this knowledge transforming 
process. In other words, occurrence of certain 
writing process abilities among skilled wri ters , was 
supposed by a model which was different from the 
writing done by less-skil led wri ters . The 
knowledge-transforming model provided an account 
of how more complex writing t a sks created 
problems which were beyond the abil i t ies of less-
skilled writers but could be handled by skilled 
writers . It showed the knowledge-transforming 
model where knowledge telling was only a part of 
the different process . This model represented the 
problem analysis na ture of expert writing in the 
face of task complexity. Writing t asks led directly 
to problem analysis and goal set t ing. 
The interact ion which took place between the 
content problem space and the rhetorical problem 
space, as Bereiter and Scardamalia pointed out in 
their model, was an interact ion between available 
knowledge and the exigencies of the writing task, 
and this interact ion, in tu rn , resul ted in reflective 
thought in writing. In the absence of such an 
interact ion, writing became a rout ine reproduction 
of speech. 
39 
The work of Bereiter and Scardamalia and 
Hayes et-al(1986)i9 showed tha t in revision skilled 
writers were capable of performing in ways which 
less-skilled writers did not seem to be able to 
master even with training and ass i s t ance . 
The two process theory of writing provided a 
good account of major research finding on the 
writing process and on the differences in 
composing between expert and novice wri ters . 
The two-process model had certain advantages . 
1. The non-occurrence of certain writing 
process abilities among less-skilled 
writers would not suppor t a model in 
which a cont inuous development could be 
predicted. However, the less skilled 
writers actually performed in ways, which 
suggested that they were doing something 
different. 
2. The two-process model focussed on 
differences ra ther than s imilar i t ies . 
3. The two-process model provided an 
account of how more complex writing 
t asks created problems which were beyond 
the abilit ies of less-skil led wri ters , but 
could be handled by skilled wri ters . It 
addressed the problem solving na ture of 
the more complex writing task . 
However, Bereiter and Scardamal ia ' s theory 
had certain disadvantages also. This model did not 
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specified the influence of context on the writing 
process . This became possible by elaborat ing on 
specific model components: the problem spaces, 
the organisat ion of content knowledge and the 
organization of rhetorical knowledge and the ways 
the elaborated sources of information and problem 
representa t ions were connected. The second 
disadvantage of their model was the way in which a 
writer developed a knowledge transforming model 
of the writing process and how or when a writer 
made this cognitive t rans i t ion was not made 
explicit. (Grabe & Kaplan 1996)20 
Zamel's (1983)2i case s tudies of skilled and 
unskil led E.S.L. writers suggested tha t skilled 
writers a t tended more to global un i t s when 
revising. She noted ins tances of paragraph 
reordering in the skilled writers text, along with a 
greater concern for refining and adding sentences . 
To convey to s tuden ts tha t revision was 
something more than superficial "fix up" to meet 
the demands of the teacher, one must begin to 
explore a different set of ques t ions . Regarding the 
na ture and purpose of revision, for ins tance , 
Fitzgerald (1987)22 pointed out tha t , whereas , 
published writers offered anecdotal evidence for 
the value of revisions in learning from writing, they 
knew very little about, what how, or when revision 
aided learning. Research tha t Fitzgerald had 
recommended would seek to test Vosniadou and 
Brewer's (1987)23 suggestion that knowledge could 
41 
be acquired and changed by means of a "Socratic 
dialogue" tha t might enhance learners awareness of 
inconsis tencies or anomalies in their current 
unders tand ing . 
By examining revision in writing as a tool for 
academic learning including literary 
unders tand ing , there were two dis t inct advantages . 
Rather than a mechanical process of correcting a 
draft, revision may be viewed as integral to the 
process of coming to know what to say and how to 
say and it may find a place in all content areas 
ra ther than remaining an appendage to writing 
ins t ruct ion which occurred only in the English 
classroom. 
Bereiter and Scardamalia (1987)24 had shown 
that when s tuden t s were explicitly asked to revise 
and were given several tools for their t a sks , they 
appeared to possess as tonishing skills for revision. 
In a number of experiments with s tuden t s of grades 
4-8, Bereiter and Scardamalia adopted the 
techniques of "Procedural facilitation" (p.57). 
Student were encouraged to evaluate par t s of their 
texts , diagnose problems detected and to change 
their formulat ions. The first component, indicated 
the comparison which the writer made between the 
written text and the other indicated the conviction 
of written language and ideas which was to be 
expressed. 
According to the model that Bereiter and 
Scardamalia (1987)25 developed for the writing 
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process of inexperienced writers , knowledge telling 
was a resul t of the absence of react ions of a live 
interact ion par tner . In the conversat ional s i tuat ion 
in which text production originated, the par tner 
provided the necessary signal for elaborat ing on or 
improving or correcting text already produced. On 
the basis of the resul ts of their experiment Bereiter 
and Scardamalia (1987) drew conclusions about 
s tuden ts normal writing processes . The resul t s 
indicated that s tuden ts were often very successful 
in evaluating par ts of text, detecting and 
diagnosing problem, and making changes if they 
were given the tools they needed. So, the reasons 
that s tuden t s rarely revised their text 
spontaneously was not primarily located in 
difficulties of the components (compare, diagnose, 
operate). The problem was that those components 
were not brought into play in composition because 
the s tuden t s lacked executive procedure for 
bringing these into play (p.293). 
Many wri ters , especially young writers , 
however, did not revise much and their revisions 
tended to be surface ones (Graves 86 Murray 
1980)26 Mac Arthur 86 Garham 198727; NAEP 86 ETS, 
198628; Scardamalia 86 Bereiter, 1986)29. When 
viewed from the perspective of the cognitive 
problem solving model of revision, several factors 
accounted for the writer 's (especially young 
writer's) lack of revision. They may not clearly 
establ ish their in tent ions for their texts to begin 
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with and they may not read the i r own wr i t ing from 
the pe r spec t ive of a r eade r , t h e r e b y , over looking 
poss ib le s p o r t s . 
The theory of revis ion p r e s e n t e d in Hayes et al 
(1987)30 c o n s t i t u t e d an effort to explore the sub 
componen t of reviewing in t he i r gene ra l model . In 
the i r theory of revis ion t he r e were four bas ic 
p r o c e s s e s : 
a) t a s k def ini t ion 
b) eva lua t i on 
c) s t r a t egy se lec t ion 
d) modif ica t ion of text in the wr i t ing p l a n . 
The goal of t h i s sub c o m p o n e n t model was to 
expla in , from the i r protocol r e s e a r c h and from 
ear l ie r r e s e a r c h f indings , how w r i t e r s rev ised , why 
it was often difficult to revise global ly (e.g change 
o r g a n i s a t i o n or p l a n s r e s t r i c t i ve in fo rma t ion and 
how exper t and novice wr i t e r s differed in the i r 
revis ion p r o c e s s . 
In a n o t h e r s tudy (Flower et al 1990)3i, the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p be tween the major c o m p o n e n t s t a s k 
e n v i r o n m e n t and wr i t ing p r o c e s s was examined 
Flower ana ly sed the academic t a s k of r e a d i n g to 
wr i te . These s t u d i e s explored how s t u d e n t s read in 
order to wr i t e . These s t u d i e s also explored how 
s t u d e n t s r ead in order to perform a wr i t ing t a s k , 
how different s t u d e n t s r e p r e s e n t e d the t a sk 
differently and how t a s k r e p r e s e n t a t i o n and 
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reading influenced the writing processes . The 
s tudies further examined the s tuden t ' s own views 
on writing in the context of a par t icu lar task. The 
combined study of teacher perspect ive, s tudent 
perspective, s tuden ts in the process of writing and 
the writ ten text together created a complex set of 
factors, which argued that s tuden t s primarily 
needed to develop strategic knowledge, have 
s t ra tegies to determine appropriate writing goals, 
awareness of writing, task goal, and s t ra tegies for 
carrying out the goal set. The overall theme in this 
research was to establ ish the interact ion of context 
and cognition in carrying out a par t icu lar writing 
task. Writing was viewed as a cognitive activity and 
as a contextually constrained activity. 
For Flower and Hayes, the major t ransac t ion 
which writers had difficulty learning was not how 
to acquire new writing skills but how to apply 
already practiced writing skills in new ways and for 
new purposes . What was important was not the 
apparent genre or conventions but the goal. The 
goal of self-directed critical inquiry, of using 
writing to think through genuine problems and 
issues , and of writing to an imagined community of 
peers with a personal rhetor ical purpose 
dis t inguished academic writing from a more limited 
comprehension and response. 
A major outcome of this study was to see the 
growth of writing ability as the development of 
s trategies for appropriate goal - formation 
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constrained by task environment and content 
knowledge i.e construct ing a rhetorically bound 
purpose (Flower 1989: 292)32. Results of research 
on this model argued that good wri ters considered 
many more aspects of the rhetorical problem, and 
to a much greater depth. Good writers also 
responded to a unique rhetorical problem with a 
fully developed representa t ion of the problem. 
Flower and Hayes derived two major 
implicat ions from their model. Firstly, good writers 
had a richer sense of what they wanted to do when 
they wrote, and h a d ' a fully developed image of the 
rhetorical problem. Good writers were creative in 
their problem finding and in their problem solving. 
Secondly, recognising and exploring the rhetorical 
problem was a teachable process . Flower and 
Hayes' emphasis on the s tuden t ' s strategic 
knowledge and the ability of s tuden t s to transform 
information to meet rhetorically constra ined 
purpose which was echoed in a number of other 
s tudies (e.g. Bereiter 199033, Bereiter and 
Scardamalia 198734 Brown and Pal inesar 198935, M 
Carter 199036, Collins et. al 1989)37. it opened the 
way for writing ins t ruct ion which tried to teach 
s tuden ts to be more strategically aware of their 
goals and of ways to carry out their goals in 
writing. 
At the same time, this influential theory 
evolved into a more elaborate and socially contexed 
approach to writing. It had also been limited in its 
46 
assumption tha t there was a single writing process 
which was essential ly the same for all wri ters , that 
is, expert writers would appear to do the samething 
as novice writers but would do it in a much better 
way. In this model, skilled and less skilled writers 
existed on a single • cont inuum. While Flower and 
Hayes devoted considerable effort to comparing 
skilled and less skilled writers, their model sought 
desirable features that were common to all wri ters . 
Garner (1990)38 mentioned five sources , most 
of them related to the area of text comprehension 
(poor cognitive monitoring, reliance on primitive 
rout ine, poor knowledge base a t t r ibu t ions , 
classroom goals, and minimal t ransfer) . The failure 
to integrate the revision process in the writing 
process as a whole could be a t t r ibu ted to: 
1. Deficient cueing (the absence of 
compelling signals for s ta r t ing the 
revision process or insufficient 
motivation). 
2. Lack of self-confidence (putting s tuden t s 
off from star t ing the process) . 
3. Imminent overload of working memory 
(because thfe revision process absorbed too 
much at tent ion and may seriously disrupt 
the writing process . 
4. Perseverance in primitive rout ine (the so 
called knowledge telling process) . 
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1.2 Peer Revision: 
Peer revision, in which s tuden t s worked in pairs 
or small groups to provide feedback to another 
persons writing, became a widely used teaching 
method in first (Li) second (L2) and foreign 
language writing ins t ruct ion. Due to s tudent 
collaborat ions, pedagogical prominence in the 
composition classroom and its assumed role in 
advanced literacy development, peer revision had 
a t t racted increasing empirical research . Often 
classroom based peer revision was 
mult idimensional and "defines a single operational 
definition" (Webb, 1978)39. Therefore, a deeper 
unders tanding of peer revision required a 
mult idimensional approach combining different 
research methods theoretical or ienta t ions and data 
sources . Essent ial to such a mult i -dimensional 
approach was the concept of " t r iangulat ions" which 
entailed inspection of different kinds of data, 
different methods and a variety of research tool in 
a single investigation. Given the wide spread use of 
peer revision in writing ins t ruct ion for LI and L2 
writers, it was crucial to integrate methodologies 
and data sources to examine the complex web of 
quest ions related to peer revision and t r iangulate 
findings so tha t the resul ts could bet ter inform 
both theory and classroom pract ice . 
A few s tudies on peer revision had integrated 
measurements , data and methods in assess ing the 
effects of peer responses on s tuden t revision. Issac 
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and Michael (IQSll'^o, Nystrand and Brandt 
(IQSQ)'^! employed both data t r iangula t ion and 
t r iangulat ion of measurement . They measured 
"effects of peer response on revision" in terms not 
only of s tuden t writing quality but also of 
s tudent ' s perception of their revision needs and 
assessments of their revision's s t rength and 
weakness . Analysis of data from these sources 
revealed significant differences on all measures 
between s tuden t s who used peer revision and those 
who did not. 
Nystrand (1986)^^2 found tha t college s tuden ts 
who par t ic ipated regularly in peer revision wrote 
significantly better than those who did not. 
According to Graner (IQS?)'^^ techniques used in 
post secondary writing c lasses , activit ies such as 
class discussion and individual revision, based on 
teacher check l is ts , helped s tuden t s to improve 
their writing as much as peer revision. 
Cazden (1988)'*'* characterized peer interact ion 
as enabling s tuden t s to reconceptualize their ideas 
in the light of their peer react ions and to establ ish 
a didactic relat ionship with their audience by 
giving and receiving feedback, Dipardo and 
Freedman (1988)^5 concluded tha t both peer 
response group and peer review dyad fostered 
social in teract ion, which was beneficial for 
s tuden t ' s composing process. The way peer reviews 
are configured would affect the na tu re of peer 
interact ion and the , s tuden t ' s subsequen t revision 
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activit ies. They also concluded tha t when 
investigating peer reviews, researchers must 
recognize the configuration of the reviews under 
study and the extent to which teachers control peer 
reviews and s tudent ' s written text, which may 
affect both the na ture of the peer interact ion and 
the revising activities of s tudent wri ters . 
Peer revision, peer response or peer tutoring 
had long been advocated as an effective writing 
technique, both in the first language (LI) and (L2) 
classroom. Few studies had investigated what 
actually occurred between s tuden t s as they gather 
to talk critically about a writing piece. 
Studies in L2 writing ins t ruc t ion had focused 
on the beneficial effects of peer reviews, e.g. 
s tudent writing conferences (Goldstein and Conrad, 
199046; Kroll, 199147' Zamel, 1985)48, but only 
recently researchers had begun to explore what 
exactly went ,on during peer reviews and how peer 
review shaped L2 s tudent ' s revision activities 
(Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 199249; Mangelsdorf & 
Schlumberger, 19'9250; Mittan, 198951; Stanley, 
199252,, Peer reviews had become a common 
activity in L2 writing ins t ruc t ion . Researchers 
needed to broaden the unders tand ing of the na ture 
of the in teract ions which occurred during peer 
reviews and to determine the extent to which such 
interact ions shaped L2 s tuden t s revision activit ies. 
Barnes (1976)53 supported increased 
opportuni t ies for peer interact ion because it 
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allowed s tuden t s to engage in "exploratory talk" 
(p.200) as they worked through new ideas using 
unrehearsed language. Such exploratory talk 
among peers , claimed Barnes, "suppor ts form of 
learning which takes place less readily, in full 
class". (1976:200).Both Barnes (1976) and Cazden 
(1988) based their support for more peer 
interact ion upon the Vygotskyian notion that 
language use , whether written or oral, was a deeply 
rooted social act and, therefore, peer interact ion 
brought together the cognitive and social aspects 
of language by allowing peers to cons t ruc t meaning 
within the context of social in teract ion (Forman 86 
Cazden, 19855^; Newman, Griffin, On Cole 198455; 
Vygotsky, 1978)56. 
In support of the above LI research, 
researchers in L2 ins t ruct ional set t ings argued 
that peer in teract ions which occurred during peer 
reviews represented an important component of 
effective L2 writing ins t ruct ion (Kroll, 199157; Leki, 
199058; Mangelsdorf, 198959; Mangelsdorf 8& 
Schlumberger, 1992^0; Mittan, 1989^1; Zamel, 
1985^2, Mangeldorf 1989)^3. It advocated the 
integration of different ways of using language 
claiming tha t peer' in teract ions helped L2 s tuden t s 
communicate their ideas and could enhance the 
development of L2 learning in general . Peer 
in teract ions during peer reviews gave s tuden ts 
ways to discover and explore ideas to find the right 
words to express these ideas and to negotiate with 
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their audience about these ideas - all of which 
were critical in second language acquisi t ion and 
cognitive growth (p.143). 
In Mangelsdorf and Schlumberger 's (1992)64 
study, L2 s tuden t s were more likely to assume a 
prescriptive stance expecting their peer 's texts to 
follow a prescribed form when they responded in 
writing to those texts . L2 s tuden t s tended to 
believe tha t the correct form was more important 
than effective communication of meaning. 
According to Allaei and Connor (1990)^5, 
cul tural differences regarding the value of peer 
advice could influence the success of peer review 
as a form of feedback in L2 writing ins t ruc t ion . 
Peer response could thus be seen as a mechanism 
for address ing the goals of both process 
approaches and social construct ivis t approaches of 
learning how to write. Peer response may be useful 
in heightening s tuden ts awareness of audience 
considerat ions and in helping develop the writers 
concern and readers expectat ions (Gere 8& Stevens, 
198566; Lockart & Ng, 1994)67. it also enabled 
s tuden ts to practice critical and analytic skills 
when responding to their peer text, which could be 
applied to their own writing (Nystrand 86 Brandt, 
1989)68 Peer response could also increase s tudent 
writer 's motivation, develop their confidence, and 
promote positive a t t i tudes towards writing. 
(Chaudron, 198469; pox 1980)7o. 
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Peer revision allowed for roles and for 
cont inuous access to strategic forms of control in 
accordence with the task demands . 
1.3 Feedback 
Feedback seemed to be central to the process 
of teaching and learning writing, as revision was to 
the process of writing. It was, therefore, important 
to develop an awareness of the na tu re and function 
of feedback so that learners could perform their 
roles effectively in the writing classroom. Research 
into the process of composing and the practice of 
skilled writers emphasized the roles of revision in 
evolution of the text and the role of feedback in 
teaching and learning in writing. 
Feedback is a fundamental element of a 
process approach to writing. It can be defined as 
input from a reader to a writer with the effect of 
providing information to the writer for revision. In 
other words, it is the comments, ques t ions , and 
suggestions which a reader gives a writer to 
produce a reader-based prose as opposed to writer-
based prose. Through feedback the writer learns 
where he or she has misled or confused the reader 
by not supplying enough information, illogical 
organization, lack of development of ideas , or 
inappropria te word-choices or tense . 
A review of the l i terature . on writing revealed 
three major areas of feedback as revision. These 
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areas were peer feedback conferences as feedback; 
and teachers comments as feedback. 
Peer feedback is referred to by many names as , 
peer response , peer editing, peer cri t ique and peer 
evaluat ions. Each name connotes a par t icu lar slant 
to feedback. 
There are sevei-al advantages of using peer 
feedback. It is said to save the teacher ' s time on 
certain t a sks , freeing them for more helpful 
ins t ruct ion. Feedback is considered to be more at 
the learner ' s own level of development. Learners 
can gain a greater sense of audience with several 
readers . The reader learns more about writing 
through critically reading the other paper . 
An important component in the revision process is 
the provision of feedback from other readers. As 
learners receive feedback as to the effectiveness of their 
writing and are required to respond to this information 
before viewing their product as finished, they will 
discover that good writing involves an interaction 
between their ideas, the expression of the ideas and 
their reader's perceptions and reaction to the 
expression. Only by means of feedback, receiving 
information about the effects of their writing on 
readers, can learners develop their skills in effective 
writing. 
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CHAPTER - 3 
METHODOLOGY 
The study was under taken to describe the revision 
processes of undergraduate s tudents (boys and girls) at 
the Aligarh Muslim University. 
The study aimed at looking into the revision 
processes of the learner. It further at tempted to view 
whether s tudents revised to change the meaning of the 
text or simply to make surface changes in the text. 
Sample: -
Data were collected from 60 s tudents writers (30 
boys and 30 girls) These s tudents were further 
subdivided into 15 each out of which 15 s tudents were 
from compulsory group and 15 were from English main 
group. The compulsory s tudents were put in the 
category of inexperienced writers whereas, those who 
had English as their main subject were put under the 
category of experienced writers. S tudents were put into 
different categories because the principal difference 
between these two groups was the amount of experience 
they had in writing. 
A revision sheet was developed and operated for 
the present study. The subjects were tested in a 90 
minutes class. They were presented general topics for 
writing task, which asked them to write a paragraph of 
about 100 words on a given topic: "The Person You 
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Admire Most". The task was designed keeping in mind 
the background of the s tudents . In total it consisted of 
fourteen quest ions, out of which the first seven 
questions (1-7) dealt with the background of the 
s tudents . This included the name, class, subsidiary 
subjects, and medium of instruct ion. The next seven 
questions (8-14) focused on revision tasks . 
The task which was given to the s tuden ts was 
divided into different sets of quest ions. 
In Step 1 they were asked to think about the topic 
given and to make a note of the important points with 
their par tners in 5 rninutes time. 
In Step 2- they were asked to write a paragraph on 
the given topic "The Person You Admire Most" in about 
100 words using the information given in Step 1. This 
Step-2 was labelled as their first draft. 
In Step-3, s tudents were asked to read the 
previous paragraph and to underl ine the mistakes . They 
were further asked to make changes, wherever 
necessary. 
In Step - 4 , s tudents were asked to rewrite the 
same paragraph (Step-2) using the correction and giving 
reasons for changes made. This Step-4 was labelled as 
their revised draft. 
In Steps-5 and 6 s tudents were asked to exchange 
their drafts with their par tners and to point out their 
par tner ' s mistakes . The purpose of the exchange was to 
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see w h e t h e r s t u d e n t s were able to find out t h e c h a n g e s 
made by the i r p a r t n e r s in the text t h r o u g h an exchange 
of draft , or t h r o u g h peer i n t e rac t ion . 
In S tep 7, they were a sked to wri te the s ame 
p a r a g r a p h once more by u s i n g the co r r ec t i ons m a d e by 
thei r p a r t n e r s and by t hemse lves . This w a s the i r final 
draft . 
In S t e p - 8 , s t u d e n t s were t e s t ed on the b a s i s of 
the i r a t t i t u d e s sca le . Three q u e s t i o n s were a d m i n i s t e r e d 
to t h e m and the s t u d e n t s had to m a r k the i r cho ices on 
the l iker t sca le . 
The q u e s t i o n s were as follows: 
1) Do you t h i n k the c h a n g e s in 2"^ draft were 
s igni f icant? • 
2) Do you t h i n k peer in t e rac t ion h e l p s in revis ion? 
3) Do you t h i n k the las t draft was an improvemen t 
over the o the r? 
The revis ion ana lys i s of the i r draft was u n d e r t a k e n 
at different s t age s . Their first draft was compared to 
t h a t of t he second draft , and the differences were noted . 
The th i rd draft was compared to the second draft , and 
the differences were fur ther no ted . The t axonomy u s e d 
for a s s e s s i n g revis ion was b a s e d on t h a t of Witte 85 
Faigley, (1981) Flower and Hayes and Chr i s Hall e tc . 
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The comparison of the different drafts was based 
on the total count of idea uni ts and viewing the addition 
deletion, or any other change in them. 
Although there are a number of taxonomies that 
have been developed by researchers in order to classify 
revision, in the present work the taxonomy used by 
Witte and Faigley was adopted for revision analysis. 
Taxonomic analysis, could provide essential information 
regarding how at tempts were made towards 
improvement and whether specific kinds of changes 
were linked to improvement. 
As mentioned above, the Witte and Faigley (1981) 
taxonomy was used in this study, which is based on two 
types of changes: 
1. Surface Changes: Whether new information is 
brought to the text or whether old information is 
removed in such a way that it can not be 
recovered through drawing inferences. Those 
changes that do not bring new information to a 
text or removes old information are surface 
changes. The surface changes subsumes two 
subcategories, namely. Formal changes and 
meaning preserving changes. 
i) Formal changes: It includes spelling, tense, 
number , abbreviations, punctua t ion and 
format. 
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ii) Meaning preserving changes: It includes 
changes which "Paraphrase" the concept in 
the text but do not alter them. 
2. Text based changes: It is the second important 
class in their taxonomy provided by Witte and 
Faigley. These changes turn out to be of small 
consequence for the overall text. A phrase is 
subs t i tu ted and examples are added or the 
sentence is reworked through subst i tut ion, 
deletion, permutation, distr ibution, etc. 
Surface changes are represented on the left branch 
of Figure 1, while the text-based changes are 
represented on the right branch of figure involving the 
addition of new content or the deletion of existing 
content or consolidation etc. 
Revision Changes 
Surface Changes 
Formal 
Changes 
Spelling 
Tense, 
Number fit 
Modality 
Abbreviation 
Punctuat ion 
Format 
Meaning 
Preserving 
Changes 
Additions 
Deletions 
Subst i tut ions 
Permutat ions 
Distributions 
Consolidations 
Text-Based-Changes 
Microstructure 
Changes 
Additions 
Deletions 
Subst i tu t ions 
Permutat ions 
Distr ibutions 
Consolidations 
Macrostructure 
Changes 
Additions 
Deletions 
Subst i tut ions 
Permutat ions 
Distributions 
Consolidations 
Figure: 1 Based on Witte Faigley Taxonomy (1981) 
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The present study analyzed the changes made in 
the three drafts. The sentences were divided into idea 
uni ts in each draft (First, Second 85 Third). These idea 
uni ts are a single, clause, main subordinate , along with 
gerundive, nominative and VP construct . The total 
number of idea uni t in the revised draft was counted 
and compared with that of the original draft. 
For the revision analysis their first draft was 
compared with the second draft and their third draft 
was compared with the second draft. 
Revisions were analyzed on the basis of surface 
changes and tisxt based changes as described by Witte 
and Faigley in their model. 
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CHAPTER 4 
REVISIOK ANALYSIS 
The revision process was analyzed using the 
taxonomy described by Witte and Faigley (1981). 
This taxonomy, is based on two types of changes . 
1. Surface / Formal changes:- This views 
whether new information is brought to the 
text or whether old information is removed 
in such a way that it can not be recovered 
through drawing inferences. Those changes 
tha t do not bring new information to a text 
or remove old information are surface 
changes (spelling, tense , punctua t ion 
format, number & abbreviation). 
2. Meaning/Text-based changes:- It cons t i tu tes 
the second important class in their 
taxonomy. A phrase may be subs t i tu ted and 
examples could be added or a sentence 
reframed. 
Witte and Faigley's taxonomy has , however, 
not been used here without any a l tera t ion. There 
are certain modifications made in the present 
study, such as : 
1. Dividing sentences on the basis of idea uni t . 
2. Testing s tuden t s on the basis of a t t i tude scale, 
(a) Simple Count of Idea Units: 
A simple count of the total number of idea 
uni t s in first second and third draft indicated that 
more words were generated in the first draft than 
the revised (second) and final (third) drafts by both 
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experienced and inexperienced respondent 
shown in Table 4 . 1 . 
Table 4.1 
Experienced Students (Girls) 
a s 
Number of Idea 
Units in the First 
draft 
384 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Second 
draft 
354 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Third 
draft 
349 
Inexperienced Students (Girls) 
Number of Idea 
Units in the First 
draft 
357 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Second 
draft 
347 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Third 
draft 
320 
Experienced Students (Boys) 
Number of Idea 
Units in the First 
draft 
352 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Second 
draft 
315 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Third 
draft 
306 
Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
Number of Idea 
Units in the First 
draft 
365 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Second 
draft 
335 
Number of Idea 
Units in the Third 
draft 
318 
F requenc i e s of combined revis ion a n d to ta l revis ion 
change per 100 words for two g r o u p s of wr i t e r s are 
shown in Table (4.2). 
(b) F requency of Surface / Formal C h a n g e s : 
(b.i) Inexper i enced S t u d e n t s : 
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Frequencies of surface / formal changes per 100 
words for experienced and inexperienced writers (boys 
and girls) were calculated. Table (4.3) shows the surface 
/ formal changes difference between inexperienced boys 
and girls. 
Table - 4 . 3 
Inexperienced Students 
Surface / formal 
Changes 
Grammatical 
Spelling 
Punctuation 
Re-ordering 
Boys 
0.93 
1.06 
0.53 
2.13 
Girls 
1.6 
1.13 
0.46 
1.6 
Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
• Grammatical 
D Spelling 
D Punctuation 
• Re-ordering 
Among inexperienced boys, re-ordering was most 
frequently revised (2.13 per 100 words) followed by 
spelling (1.06 per 100 words) and grammar (0.93 per 
100 words). The least revised was punctuat ion (0.53 per 
100 words). 
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Inexperienced Students (Girls) 
^^ ^^ H^ ^^ ^^ ^ • Grammatical | 
D Spelling 
D Punctuation 
• Re-ordering 
Among inexperienced girls, both re-ordering and 
grammar were revised at the rate of 1.6 per 100 words, 
followed by spelling (1.13 per 100 words). The least 
revised was punctuat ion (0.46 per 100 words). 
(b.ii) Experienced Students: 
Table 4.4 shows the differences between experienced 
s tudents under formal / surface changes. 
Table 4.4 
Experienced Students 
Surface / formal 
Changes 
Grammatical 
Spelling 
Punctuation 
Re-ordering 
Boys 
2.0 
0.6 
1.86 
2.26 
Girls 
2.06 
0.2 
1.53 
2.0 
Boys showed maximum revision through re-
ordering the text (2.26 per 100 words), followed by 
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grammar (2.0 per 100 words), punctuat ion (1.86 per 100 
words), and spelling (0.6 per 100 words). 
Experienced Students (Boys) 
• Grammatical 
D Spelling 
D Punctuation 
• Re-ordering 
On the other hand, girls showed maximum revision 
through grammar (2.06 per 100 words), followed by re-
ordering (2.0 per 100 words), punctuat ion (1.53 per 100 
words) and spelling (0.2 per 100 words). 
Experienced Students (Girls) 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ ^ ^ 
• Grammatical 
n Spelling 
D Punctuation 
• Re-ordering 
(c) Frequency of Meaning Changes: 
(c.i) Inexperienced Students : 
Frequency of meaning changes, per 100 words, was 
calculated for experienced and inexperienced 
respondents . 
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The following Table (4.5) shows difference in 
meaning changes between inexperienced boys and girls. 
Table 4.5 
Inexperienced students 
Meaning Changes 
Substi tut ion 
Addition 
Deletion 
Consolidation 
Distribution 
Permutation 
Boys 
3.8 
2.53 
2.86 
-
0.4 
0.86 
Girls 
3.33 
1.93 
3.93 
0.06 
0.66 
1.06 
Boys showed subst i tut ion changes which was 3.8 
per 100 words in comparison to girls which was 3.33 
per 100 words. The frequency of addition by boys was 
2.53 per 100 words whereas, for girls the frequency of 
addition per 100 words was 1.93. 
Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
• Substitution 
D Addition 
D Deletion 
• Permutation 
El Consolidation 
• Distribution 
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The frequency of deletion by inexperienced boys 
was 2.85 per 100 words, whereas for girls it was 3.93 
per 100 words. 
One of the features of meaning changes was 
permutat ion where the reviser re-phrased information. 
Inexperienced boys made permutat ion at the rate of 
0.86 per 100 words, whereas, girls made permutat ion at 
the rate of 1.06 per 100 words. 
Interesting resul ts came with regard to 
consolidation and distribution features of meaning 
changes. In consolidation, the reviser put separate 
information together, whereas in distr ibution the reviser 
rewrote the same information in larger chunks . Here, 
none of the inexperienced boys displayed the 
consolidation feature whereas, inexperienced girls 
showed 0.06 per 100 words. 
The frequency of distr ibution shown by 
inexperienced boys was 0.4 per 100 words, while for the 
girls it was 0.66 per 100 words. 
Experienced Students (Boys) 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^^* ' * " ' rfSBiiia 
• Substitution 
D Addition 
D Deletion 
• Permutation 
IS Consolidation 
• Distribution 
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Inexperienced Students (Girls) 
• Substitution 
D Addition 
D Deletion 
• Permutation 
H Consolidation 
• Distribution 
(c.ii) Experienced Students : 
Table 4.6 shows meaning changes of experienced 
respondents (boys, and girls). The frequency of 
subst i tut ion for experienced s tudents (boys) was 4.26 
per 100 words whereas, the frequency of subst i tut ion 
for experienced s tudents (girls) was higher, 4.73 per 
100 words. The frequency of addition for boys was only 
2.2 per 100 words in comparison to the frequency of 
addition for girls, which was 3.06 per 100 words. 
Table 4.6 
Experienced Students 
Meaning Changes 
Substi tut ion 
Addition 
Deletion 
Permutation 
Consolidation 
Distribution 
Boys 
4.26 
2.2 
3.33 
0.8 
0.2 
0.13 
Girls 
4.73 
3.06 
3.46 
1.2 
0.53 
0.4 
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Experienced Students (Girls) 
/"^ ^^^^^^^ I^S^V^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
^ 1^ •$—_. . '"^'^^^M 
• Substitution 
D Addition 
D Deletion 
• Permutation 
@ Consolidation 
• Distribution 
The resul ts indicated certain t rends in the revision 
process. Certain differences could be seen in the way 
the text was revised. The boys deleted at the rate of 
3.33 per 100 words, whereas girls deleted at the rate of 
3.45 per 100 words. The frequency of permutat ion for 
experienced boys and girls was 0.08 and 1.2 per 100 
words, respectively. Both the experienced respondents 
(boys and girls) displayed significant differences in the 
frequency of consolidation and distr ibution. As 
compared to 0.2 per 100 words for boys, the frequency 
of consolidation for girls was 0.53 per 100 words. The 
frequency of distribution for experienced boys was only 
0.13 per 100 words, whereas the frequency of 
distribution for girls was 0.4 per 100 words. 
The following Table (4.7) shows comparison 
between inexperienced and experienced s tudents (boys 
and girls) with regard to the frequency of surface / 
formal changes and text-based (meaning) changes: 
69 
Table 4.7 
Boys 
Girls 
Surface/Formal 
Changes 
Inexperienced 
Students 
4.66 
4.88 
Experienced 
Students 
6.73 
5.8 
Text-Based (Meaning) 
Changes 
Inexperienced 
Students 
10.46 
11.0 
Experienced 
Students 
10.93 
13.4 
Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
E Surface/formal 
Changes 
• Meaning 
Changes 
Inexperienced Students (Girls) 
^^^B 
i 
11 Surface/ formal 
Changes 
• Meaning 
Changes 
Inexperienced boys showed more meaning changes 
(10.46 per 100 words) than surface changes (4.66 per 
100 words), while inexperienced girls showed more 
meaning changes (11,0 per 100 words) than surface 
changes (4.8 per 100 words). Experienced s tudents 
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(boys and girls) also showed more changes in meaning 
level (10.93) and (13.4) per 100 words, than surface 
level (6.73 and 5.8 per 100 words). 
Experienced Studer i t s ( Boys) 
0 Surface/formal 
Changes 
• Meaning 
Changes 
Experienced Students (Girls) 
H Surface/formal 
Changes 
• Meaning Changes 
Table 4.8 shows the total percentage of surface and 
meaning changes of experienced and inexperienced 
s tudents . Inexperienced boys made 22.84% meaning 
changes as compared to 21.19% surface changes. 
71 
Table 4.8 
Boys 
Girls 
Surface/Formal 
Changes 
Inexperienced 
Students 
21.19% 
21.82% 
Experienced 
Students 
30.60% 
26.37% 
Meaning/Text-based 
Changes 
Inexperienced 
Students 
22.84% 
24.02% 
Experienced 
Students 
23.86% 
29.26% 
Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
I Surface/formal 
Changes 
I Meaning 
Changes 
Inexperienced girls made 21.82% surface changes 
and 24.02% meaning changes. 
Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
22 84% 
21.19% 
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Inexperienced Students (Girls) 
24 02% 
21 82% 
Experienced boys made 30.60% surface changes 
and 23.86% meaning changes. Experienced girls made 
26.37% surface changes, whereas meaning changes 
were 29.26%. 
Experienced Students (Boys) 
23.86% 
30.60"! 
Experienced Students (Girls) 
29.26% 
26.37% 
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(d) At t i tud ina l C h a n g e s : 
In a t t i t u d i n a l c h a n g e s s t u d e n t s were t e s t ed on the 
bas i s of the a t t i t u d e scale . Three q u e s t i o n s were 
admin i s t e r ed to them and the s t u d e n t s had to mark 
thei r choices , 
(d.i) Exper ienced Boys: 
Table 4.9 shows a t t i t u d i n a l c h a n g e s in exper ienced 
s t u d e n t s (boys). 
Table 4.9 
Experienced Students (Boys) 
Q-1 Do you 
think changes 
made in the 
2"^^ draft were 
significant? 
Q-2 Did peer 
interaction 
help in 
revision? 
Q-3 Do you 
think the 3"^ 
draft was an 
improvement 
over other? 
a) Strongly 
agree 
26.66% 
46.66% 
40% 
b) Agree 
60% 
46.66% 
60% 
c) Strongly 
disagree 
13.33% 
6.66% 
d) Disagree 
In r e s p o n s e to the first q u e s t i o n , 2 6 . 6 6 % 
exper ienced s t u d e n t s showed s t rong a g r e e m e n t , 60% 
showed ag reemen t and 13 .33% showed s t rong 
d i s ag reemen t . 
In r e s p o n s e to the second q u e s t i o n , 4 6 . 6 6 % 
s t u d e n t s s t rongly agreed and 46.66%) agreed , while 
6.66%) s t u d e n t s t rongly d i sagreed . 
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In r e s p o n s e to the th i rd ques t i on , 40% s t u d e n t s 
s t rongly agreed and 60% agreed. The choice of 
d i s ag reemen t r ema ined u n m a r k e d by the exper ienced 
s t u d e n t s with regard to all the th ree q u e s t i o n s . 
Percentage of (15) Experienced Students (Boys) 
Response to the first question 
70 00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 
40.00% 
30 00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
0 00% 
a) St'ongly ajree, 
26 66% 
b) Agree, 6jO% 
cjj birong 
disagi ree. i j 
y 
33% 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
-dfSi&agroo, 
d) Disagree 
Response to the second question 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
Response to the third question 
70.00% 
60.00% 
50.00% 
40.00% ] 
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
0.00% 
a) Strongly b) Agree c) Strongly d) Disagree 
agree disagree 
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• Q-1 Do you think changes made in the 2"'' draft were significant? 
• Q-2 Did peer interaction help in revision? 
n Q-3 Do you think the 3'"'* draft was an improvement over the other? 
(d.ii) Exper ienced Girls: 
Table 4 .10 shows the a t t i t u d i n a l c h a n g e s among 
exper ienced s t u d e n t ? (girls). 
Table 4.10 
Experienced Students (Girls) 
Q-1 Do you 
think changes 
made in the 
2"'' draft were 
significant? 
Q-2 Did peer 
interaction 
help in 
revision? 
Q-3 Do you 
think the 3'"'* 
draft was an 
improvement 
over other? 
a) Strongly 
agree 
20% 
60% 
53.33% 
b) Agree 
80% 
33.33% 
33.33% 
c) Strongly 
disagree 
6.66% 
d) Disagree 
6.66% 
6.66% 
In response to the first question, 20% girls showed 
strong agreement and 80% girls showed agreement. No 
choice was marked for strong disagreement and 
disagreement. 
In response to the second question, 60% girls 
showed strong agreement, 33.33% girls showed 
agreement and only 6.66% showed disagreement. The 
choice of strong disagreement remained unmarked . 
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In r e s p o n s e to the th i rd ques t i on , 5 3 . 3 3 % girls 
s t rongly agreed, 3 3 . 3 3 % agreed, and 6 .66% strongly 
d i sagreed . 
Percentage of 15 Experienced Students (GirrisVCr-r^ 
Response to the first question '\ ,; ) 
90 00% 
80 00% 
70 00% 
60 00% 
50 00% 
40 00% 
30 00% 
20 00% 
10 00% 
0 00% 
a) Strongly b) Agree c) Strongly d) Disagree 
agree disagree 
Response to the second question 
a) Stongly b) Agree 
agree 
c) Stongly d) Disagree 
disagree 
Response to the third question 
60 00% 
50 00% 
40 00% 
30 00% 
20 00% 
10 00% 
0 00% 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
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• Q-1 Do you think changes made in the 2"** draft were significant? 
• Q-2 Did peer interaction help in revision? 
D Q-3 Do you think the .3'"'* draft was an improvement over the other? 
(d.iii) Inexper ienced Boys: 
Table 4 .11 shows the a t t i t u d i n a l c h a n g e s among the 
inexper ienced boys . 
Table 4.11 
Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
Q-1 Do you 
think changes 
made in the 
2"'^  draft were 
significant? 
Q-2 Did peer 
interaction 
help in 
revision? 
Q-3 Do you 
think the 3'** 
draft was an 
improvement 
over other? 
a) Strongly 
agree 
40% 
46.66% 
33.33% 
b) Agree 
46.66% 
26.66% 
55.35% 
c) Strongly 
disagree 
13.33% 
26.66% 
13.33% 
d) Disagree 
In r e s p o n s e to the first ques t i on , 40% s t u d e n t s 
agreed s t rongly , 4 .66% s t u d e n t showed ag reemen t , 
13 .33% s t rongly disag^-eed. 
In r e s p o n s e to the second q u e s t i o n , 4 6 . 6 6 % 
s t rongly agreed w h e r e a s , 2 6 . 6 6 % agreed a n d 2 6 . 6 6 % 
s t rongly d i sag reed . 
In r e s p o n s e to the th i rd ques t ion , 3 3 . 3 3 % s t rongly 
agreed, 5 5 . 3 5 % showed ag reemen t a n d 1 3 . 3 3 % s t rongly 
d i sagreed . What r ema ined common be tween exper ienced 
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and inexper i enced boys was the u n m a r k i n g of t he choice 
of d i s a g r e e m e n t with regard to all the t h r e e q u e s t i o n s . 
Percentage of 15 Inexperienced Students (Boys) 
Response to the first question 
50.00% 
40.00% 
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
0.00% 
^0.00°/! 
47% 
•3,33 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
Response to the second question 
50.00% 
40.00% 
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
0.00% 
16,66% 
: 
^ P " " !&B6% ^WA 
a) Strongly b) Agree c) Strongly d) Disagree 
agree disagree 
Response to the third question 
60.00% 
50.00% 
40.00% 
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
0.00% 
_ 
. i3:33°/c 
-1 ' 
s^ 
HH | S ^ 
a) Strongly b) Agree 
agree 
c) Strongly d) Disagree 
disagree 
• Q-1 Do you think changes made in the 2"'^  draft were significant? 
li Q-2 Did peer interaction help in revision? 
n Q-3 Do you think the 3'^ '^  draft was an improvement over the other? 
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(d.iv) Inexper ienced Girls 
Table 4 .12 shows the a t t i t u d i n a l c h a n g e s in 
r e s p o n s e to the th ree q u e s t i o n s a d m i n i s t e r e d to 
inexper ienced s t u d e n t s (girls). 
Table 4.12 
Inexperienced Students (Girls) 
Q-1 Do you 
think changes 
made in the 
2"'' draft were 
significant? 
Q-2 Did peer 
interaction 
help in 
revision? 
Q-3 Do you 
think the 3"^ 
draft was an 
improvement 
over other? 
a) Strongly 
agree 
26.66% 
40% 
46.66% 
b) Agree 
33.33% 
46.66% 
33.33% 
c) Strongly 
disagree 
40% 
6.66% 
13.33% 
d) Disagree 
6.66% 
6.66% 
In r e s p o n s e to the first ques t i on , while 26 .66% 
r e s p o n d e n t s s t rongly agreed, 3 3 . 3 3 % agreed and 40% 
strongly d i sagreed with the first ques t i on . This showed 
a different t r end from the- girls who h a d not m a r k e d 
thei r choice for s t rong d i s ag reemen t and d i s a g r e e m e n t . 
In r e s p o n s e to second ques t ion , 40% were in s t rong 
ag reemen t , 4 6 . 6 6 % agreed, and 6 .66% r e s p o n d e n t s both 
s t rongly d i sagreed and d i sagreed . Unlike the 
exper ienced gir ls , the inexper ienced gir ls m a r k e d the i r 
choice for s t rong d i sag reemen t . 
In r e s p o n s e to the th i rd ques t ion , 4 6 . 6 6 % were in 
s t rong ag reemen t , 3 3 . 3 3 % only agreed, 1 3 . 3 3 % strongly-
d isagreed and 6 .66% disagreed . 
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Percentage of (15) Inexperienced Student's (Girls) 
Response to the first question 
45.00% 
40.00% 
35.00% 
30.00% 
25.00% 
20.00% 
15.00% 
10.00% 
5.00% 
0.00% 
:i6:Bm 33.33% 
40X)Q°A 
a) Strongly b) Agree c) Strongly d) Disagree 
agree disagree 
Response to the second question 
50 00% 
40 00% 
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
0.00% 
-10,00°/^  '6.66°/ 
WWo 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
S l 6 ^ 
d) Disagree 
Response to the third question 
40.00% 
30.00% 
20,00% 
10.00% -
0.00% J 
< 6.66°/ 
i3.33°/ 
3.33°/ |s;6§.% 
1 — 1 — ' ' — 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly d) Disagree 
disagree 
• Q-1 Do you think changes made in the 2"'^  draft were significant? 
• Q-2 Did peer interaction help in revision? 
L-l Q-3 Do you think the 3''' draft was an improvement over the other? 
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Table 4.13 shows the percentage of both boys and girls 
(experienced) in response to the quest ions regarding 
at t i tudinal changes: 
Table 4 .13 
Experienced Students (Boys + Girls) 
Q-1 Do you 
think changes 
made in the 
2"'^  draft were 
significant? 
Q-2 Did peer 
interaction 
help in 
revision? 
Q-3 Do you 
think the 3'''' 
draft was an 
improvement 
over the 
other? 
a) Strongly 
agree 
23.33% 
53.33% 
46.66% 
b) Agree 
70% 
40% 
46.66% 
c) Strongly 
disagree 
6.66% 
3.33% 
3.33% 
d) Disagree 
3.33% 
3.33% 
In response to the first question, only 23.33% and 
6.66% s tudents (boys and girls) strongly agreed and 
disagreed, while the percentage of agreement has been 
much higher (70%). 
In response to the second question, 53.33% 
s tudents marked their choices indicating strong 
agreement, 40% were in simple agreement, 3.33% 
respondents had strongly disagreed and 3.33% had 
simply disagreed. 
In response to the third question, 46.66% showed 
both strong agreement and agreement, 3.33% were in 
strong disagreement and disagreement. 
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Percentage of (30) Experienced Students' (Boys and Girls) 
Response to the first question 
orv (\(\0A 
OU.UU/o -
70.00% -
60.00% 
50.00% -
40.00% -
30 00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
n nnpA 
4 ;3."33°/^  
•0.00°/ 
a) Strongly b) Agre 
agree 
IBIB6%1 
e c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
Response to the second question 
60.00% 
50.00% 
40.00% 
30.00% 
20.00% 
10.00% 
0.00% 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
Response to the third question 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
H Q-1 Do you think changes made in the 2"*^  draft were significant? 
^ Q-2 Did peer interaction help in revision? 
D Q-3 Do you think the 3'^ '' draft was an improvement over the other? 
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Table 4.14 shows the inexperienced s tudents ' 
percentage (boys and girls). 
Table 4 .14 
Inexperienced Students (Boys + Girls) 
Q-1 Do you 
think changes 
made in the 
2"'^  draft were 
significant? 
Q-2 Did peer 
interaction 
help in 
revision? 
Q-3 Do you 
think the 3"^ 
draft was an 
improvement 
over the 
other? 
a) Strongly 
agree 
33.33% 
43.33% 
40% 
b) Agree 
40% 
36.66% 
43.33% 
c) Strongly 
disagree 
26.66% 
16.66% 
13.33% 
d) Disagree 
3.33% 
3.33% 
In response to the first question, only 33.33% 
s tudents strongly agreed, 40% s tuden ts agreed, and 
26.66% strongly disagreed. 
In response to the second question, 43.33% 
strongly agreed, 36.66% agreed, 16.66% s tudents 
strongly disagreed, and 3.33% disagreed. 
In response to the third question 40% were in 
strong agreement, 43.33% were in agreement, 13.33%) 
s tudents showed their strong disagreement, and 3.33 
were in disagreement. 
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Percentage of (30) Inexperienced Students' (Boys and Girls) 
Response to the first question 
45.00% 
40.00% 
35.00% 
30.00% 
25.00% 
20.00% 
15.00% -
10.00% -
5.00% -
n nnoA U.UU /o 
10.00°/ 
: ISe^ 
a) Strongly b) Agree c) Strongly 
agree disagree 
d) Disagree 
Response to the second question 
50.00% 
;^ P 
ts^ssm 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
Response to the third question 
a) Strongly 
agree 
b) Agree c) Strongly 
disagree 
d) Disagree 
• Q-1 Do you think changes made in the 2^^ draft were significant? 
B Q-2 Did peer interaction help in revision? 
LJ Q-3 Do you thinl<; the 3'^ '^  draft was an improvement over the other? 
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CHAPTER-5 
CONCLUSION 
The study was undertaken to describe the revision 
processes and to make a comparison between boys and 
girls of under graduate classes. The study aimed to see 
whether revision involved changes in the meaning of the 
text or whether it was confined to surface or formal 
changes. 
The data were collected from sixty s tudents writers. 
These s tudents were divided into two groups of thirty 
each, out of which 15 student writers were from 
compulsory group and 15 were from English main group. 
The compulsory student writers were put in the category 
of inexperienced writers, whereas those who had English 
as their main subject were put under the category of 
experienced writers. 
The results of the study showed certain differences in 
the way the two group of respondents experienced and 
inexperienced boys and girls-revised their work. 
Difference between Experienced student-surface/ formal 
changes; 
With regard to surface changes, an analysis showed 
that experienced boys revised mostly through re-ordering 
the text (2.26 per 100 words), followed by grammar (2.0 
per 100 words), punctuation (1.86 per 100 words) and 
spelling (0.6 per 100 words). Experienced girls, on the 
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other hand, showed maximum revision through grammar 
(2.06 per 100 words), followed by re-ordering (2.0 per 100 
words), punctuation (1.53 per 100 words) and spelling (0.2 
per 100 words). 
Difference Between Inexperienced students-surface/ 
formal changes: 
Under formal/surface changes, inexperienced boys 
revised re-ordering most frequently (2-13 per 100 words), 
followed by spelling (1.06 per 100 words) and grammar 
(0.93 per 100 words). The least revised was punctuation 
(0.53 per 100 words). Inexperienced girls, on the other 
hand, revised both re-ordering and grammar at the rate of 
1.6 per 100, followed by spelling (1.13 per 100 words). The 
least revised was punctuation (0.46 per 100 words). By 
counting the number of idea unit in the first, second and 
third draft it indicated that most number of idea units 
were generated in the original or first draft in both the 
categories, experienced as well as inexperienced, than in 
the second or the third draft. 
Difference Between Inexperienced students-Meaning 
Changes; 
Under meaning changes, when frequencies per 100 
words were calculated for inexperienced boys and girls it 
was found that inexperienced boys showed substitution 
(3.8 per 100 words) in comparison to girls (3.33 per 100 
words). While the frequency of using addition by 
inexperienced boys was higher (2.53), compared to the 
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inexperienced girls (1.93), the frequency of deletion made 
by inexperienced boys was less (2.86) compared to 
inexperienced girls, which was much higher (3.93 per 100 
words). Girls, in fact, deleted more sentences than the 
boys. Inexperienced boys made permutation at the rate of 
0.86 per 100 words, whereas girls made permutation at 
the rate of 1.06 per 100 words. The other feature of 
meaning changes, namely consolidation and distribution, 
showed interesting results. While in consolidation the 
reviser simply placed separate information together, in 
distribution the reviser rewrote the same information in 
larger chunks. None of the inexperienced boys displayed 
consolidation feature, whereas it had appeared in 
inexperienced girls (0.06 per 100 words). The other feature 
i.e., distribution shown by inexperienced boys was 0.4 per 
100 words, while for the girls it was 0.66 per 100 words. 
Difference between Experienced students - Meaning 
changes; 
For the experienced respondents under meaning 
changes the frequency of substitution for boys was 4.26 
per 100 words, whereas the frequency of substi tution for 
girls was much higher (4.73 per 100 words). The frequency 
of addition for boys was only 2.2 per 100 words in 
comparison to frequency of addition for girls, which was 
3.06 per 100 words. 
Both experienced boys and experienced girls deleted 
their text more or less equally. Boys deleted at the rate of 
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3.33 per 100 words, whereas girls deleted at the rate of 
3.46 per 100 words. Both experienced respondents (boys 
and girls) displayed significant differences in the 
frequency of consolidation and distribution. As compared 
to 0.2 per 100 words for boys, the frequency of 
consolidation for girl was 0.53 per 100 words. The 
frequency of distribution for experienced boys was only 
0.13 per 100 words, whereas for girls the frequency of 
distribution was 0.4 per 100 words. 
Between the two types of changes, it was the meaning 
changes that remained consistently higher for both the 
inexperienced and experienced writer as compared to the 
formal changes. 
Inexperienced boys made 22.84% meaning changes as 
compared to 21.19% surface changes. Inexperienced girls, 
on the other hand, made 24.02% meaning changes and 
21.82% surface changes. Experienced boys made 30.60% 
surface changes and 23.86% meaning changes. Whereas 
experienced girls made 26.37% surface changes, their 
meaning changes were 29.26%. 
Besides the differences in frequencies of changes 
between the essays of the inexperienced student and those 
of experienced student, differences also occurred between 
the groups in the number of revisions made at each stage. 
Both the experienced and inexperienced groups made 
more changes in the- second draft in the number of idea 
units than in the third draft (Table 4.1). 
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Witte and Faigley (1981) who studied changes in 
meaning resulting from revision, found that experts were 
more likely to change meaning through revision than were 
novices. They observed that the revisions of inexperienced 
college writers resulted in meaning changes, in 12% of 
cases. The revision of experienced college writers resulted 
in meaning changes, in 25% of cases and the revisions of 
expert adult writer resulted in 34% of meaning changes. 
These results tend to support the conclusion of the 
Sommers study (1980) that expert writers revised in ways 
which were different from that of inexperienced writers. 
The volume and type of revision changes are dependent 
upon a number of variables, besides the skill of the writer. 
These variables are situational variables, which have the 
following components the reason why text is being written, 
the format, the medium, the genre, the writer's familiarity, 
with the writing task, the writers' famiiliarity with the 
subjects, familiarity with, the audience, the length of the 
task, and the projected text. 
Studies done earlier showed that the revision of 
inexperienced writers often do not improve their text. 
Such writers tended to revise locally ignoring the 
situational constraints. Experienced and inexperienced 
writers made different kinds of changes with different 
frequencies. 
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Inexperienced wri ters focussed on convent ions and 
rule governed feature . As Witte and Faigley (1981) showed, 
these changes had little effect on the text meaning . 
Experienced and novice wri ters made different u s e s 
of their reading of drafts . The inexper ienced wr i te rs hardly 
re-read their paper before they began or recopied with a 
few minor changes . A few except ions were noted where the 
three drafts were completely different. There was no match 
between the idea u n i t s among the drafts and hence the 
overlap between them was ruled out . Apart from th is , 
ano ther set of l ea rners simply copied the earl ier drafts 
wi thout a t t empt ing to write a fresh draft. The th ree drafts, 
therefore, were repetit ive and ident ical . S t u d e n t s did not 
see revision as an activity in which they modified and 
developed perspect ives and ideas . 
The p resen t s tudy also tes ted the s t u d e n t s on the 
bas is of the a t t i tude scale, in which they were given three 
ques t ions and they had to mark their choices on a l ikert 
scale. 
The following ques t ions were admin i s te red . 
1) Do you th ink changes in the 2"^ ^ draft were 
significant? 
2) Do you th ink peer in terac t ion he lps in revision? 
3) Do you th ink the last draft was an improvement 
over the o ther? 
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The majority of girls in the experienced category marked 
their choices as strongly agree and agree with regard to 
three questions given to them. They agreed with the view 
point that revision does play an important part in text 
improvement. 
The majority of. the experienced boys around (60%) 
agreed with the viewpoint that revision affected text 
improvement and 13.33% did not agree with it. For them 
revision process is of immense importance and that 
revision was likely to bring subsequent changes and 
improvement in their draft. The experienced boys did not 
think that the 3^^ draft was an improvement over other 
drafts. These attitudinal changes related to revision could 
bring about major changes in the revision process. 
The inexperienced boys and experienced boys showed 
unmarking of the choice of disagreement. On the other 
hand, inexperienced girls and experienced girls showed 
definite marking in the choice of disagreement, and their 
percentage on the choice of disagreement was 6.66%. This 
was because they agreed with the viewpoint that revision 
actually played an important role in text improvement and 
peer interaction helped in revision. 
The experienced writers saw revision as a recursive 
process. This process was carried out with significant 
recurring activities, with different levels of attention and 
different agenda for each cycle. 
92 
For the experienced writers, the concentration of 
changes was at the sentence level and the changes were 
predominantly done by addition and deletion. Perhaps at 
the meaning level there is a larger possibility of bringing 
meaning changes as compared to surface changes because 
of deletions, substi tutions and other variables. This 
possibility is, however, reduced in the case of surface 
changes. 
The results of .the study show that for both the 
experienced and inexperienced writers, writing is an act of 
discovery while the process entails several stages, such as 
"rehearsing", "drafting" and revising (Murray, 1980:43) 
these stages interact together and repeatedly in order to 
discover meaning. 
In the present study students were asked to think 
about the topic given and to make a note of the important 
points within the limited time so s tudents rehearsed 
before writing. Students were also asked to re-write the 
same paragraph (Step-2) using the correction and giving 
reasons for changes made hence in this way their drafting 
and revising are also being accomplished. The above 
mentioned points tend to support the view of Murray's 
study that writing is an act of discovery. 
Results of the study showed that not only did the 
skilled writers revised but the less skilled writers also 
revised. 
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According to Sommers the more experienced writers 
viewed their writing from a more global perspective. In the 
process of discovering meaning these experienced writers 
changed whole chunks of discourse and each of these 
changes represented a re-ordering of the whole. 
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JipvendiK^ 
Task to Assess the E.S.L. Learner's "Revision of Writing" 
Learner's Profile: 
Name:-
Class:-
Main Subject:-
Subsidiary Subjects:-
Stream:- (Science/ Arts/ Social Science) 
Medium of instruction: English/ Hindi/ Urdu 
Whether you passed from a:- Public School or Govt. School 
Task: - Write a paragraph of about 100 words on the given topic: 
"The person you admire most" 
(Please follow the given steps in sequence to complete the task). 
Step-1 Discuss the topic with your partner and try to list a few points that you 
will write in the paragraph you are given 5 min. time for this. 
Step-2Using the listed information in step-1, write a paragraph on the given 
topic in not less than 100 words. 
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Step-3Read your paragraph (Written by you in step-2 underline the mistakes 
that you have made and try to correct them 
Please fill on this information in the following table: 
S.No. 
1. 
2. 
3 . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Mistake Correction/ Changes Reason for change 
Correction 
Any other 
changes that you 
are not able to 
make in the text 
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Step-4Using the corrections, Re-write the same pai-agraph. 
Step-5Exchange your script with your partner Read his /her script, underline the 
mistake and try to correct them. 
Now give the script to the original writer. 
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Step-6(a) Check it your partner has made the right correction if you have any 
doubt about some corrections made by your partner, leave it to be 
discussed with teacher, 
(b) Read the script again and proofread it for the final corrections specially 
of such mistalces as spelling/punctuation/ Capitalization/ grammar/ 
Appropriateness, etc. 
Step-7Re-write the draft by using the corrections made by your partner and 
yourself. 
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